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Introduction: Why Do We Need 
Standards? 
F E L I X  E .  H I R S C H  
THE DESIRABILITY of developing and attaining 
standards has occupied the thinking of the library profession again 
and again for more than a generati0n.l This movement toward stan- 
dards has been increasingly successful in the US.Recently it has also 
made headway in other countries, e.g., in Great Britain, Canada, and 
the German Federal Republic. 
These efforts have not always resulted in precise standards, but at 
times in somewhat vaguer “guidelines.” Perhaps we should start, 
then, from a definition of the term “standard,” in order to avoid the 
confusion which seems to exist in the minds of some librarians. 
WebsteT’s Third New International Dictionary (1966) says: “Standard,” 
in general, “can designate, . . any measure by which one judges a thing as 
authentic, good, or adequate. , , . Standard applies to any authoritative 
rule, principle, or measure used to determine the quantity, weight, or 
extent, or esp. the value, quality, level, or degree of a thing.” The 
American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (1969) defines 
“guideline” as “a statement of policy by a person or group having au- 
thority over an activity.” Its definition of “standard” is much more spe- 
cific and much more binding: “An acknowledged measure of comparison 
for quantitative or qualitative value; criterion; norm. . . . a degree or 
level of requirement, excellence, or attainment.” 
While these definitions apply to standards in general, there is a most 
helpful and specific statement on standards for libraries in the intro- 
duction to Standards for South African Public Libraries: “Library stan- 
dards may be defined as the criteria by which , . , library services may 
Felix E. Hirsch is Librarian and Professor of History Emeritus at Trenton State 
College, Trenton, New Jersey. 
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be measured and assessed. They are determined by professional librari- 
ans in order to attain and maintain the objectives they have set them- 
selves. Standards may be interpreted variously as the pattern of an 
ideal, a model procedure, a measure for appraisal, a stimulus for future 
development and improvement and as an instrument to assist decision 
and action not only by librarians themselves but by laymen concerned 
indirectly with the institution, planning, and administration of . . . li-
brary services.”2 It would be difficult to find a more fitting definition. 
The value of such standards has sometimes been questioned by ad- 
ministrators who hate to be reminded of the obligation to improve li-
braries under their supervision, and by “sophisticated” members of the 
library profession. Against these critics the wise words of two outstand- 
ing leaders of our profession are cited. The late Joseph L. Wheeler ob- 
served: “National standards, set forth to contrast with local perfor- 
mance, and adequately publicized, have doubtless done more-more 
promptly than any other device-to help good administrators improve 
conditions in public librarie~.”~ Robert B. Downs tries to calm the fears 
of some of his peers who believe minimum standards for university li- 
braries might be regarded by administrators as maximum standards: 
“The same criticism could be made, of course, of public, college, and 
other library standards. There can be little doubt, however, that the 
overall effect of standards has been to upgrade libraries, providing sub- 
standard institutions with yardsticks by which to measure their defi- 
~iencies.”~ 
Downs’s last sentence sums up, in a way, the observations this writer 
made during the six years (1957-63) he served as chairman of the 
ACRL Committee on Standards. Sketched here are a few of the lessons 
he learned working on the “ALA Standards for College Libraries” 
(1959) and the “ALA Standards for Junior College Libraries” (1960). 
He was fortunate in having on his committee several fellow librarians 
who were intimately familiar with the nationwide situation. They knew 
the pressing problems of the academic libraries and had the statistical 
evidence at their fingertips. But, above all, this committee had a vision 
of what progress could and should be attained in the next decade. This 
position was fortified by securing advice from many leaders of the li- 
brary profession, from notable academic administrators and from ac- 
crediting agencies. The aim was to establish clearly the role of the li-
brarian as an educator-a highly qualified professional who was enti- 
tled to faculty status. Committee formulations never distinguished be- 
tween libraries in liberal arts colleges, teachers colleges, and institutes 
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of technology, thereby implying that all had to strive equally for excel-
lence, even though preserving a different emphasis. Neither were con- 
cessions made to regional differences. This writer questions even today 
the wisdom of formulating statewide standards, for they often interfere 
with the proper application of national standards. 
The committee was certain that any reference to a dollar sign would 
be a mistake, since severe inflationary trends were already evident. It 
did insist on certain quantitative standards, in spite of (or perhaps be- 
cause of) its primary concern for higher quality. The library’s slice of 
the general and educational budget of an institution was set at a mini- 
mum of 5 percent for a well-established library with an adequate col- 
lection. Precise figures for a basic professional staff, for the size of the 
collection in relation to the enrollment, and for the desirable seating 
capacity were given. These few quantitative standards helped to revo- 
lutionize the college and junior college libraries in the last decade. 
Their impact grew when the generous federal grants program of the 
later 1960s used the committee’s figures as a yardstick, thereby dramat- 
ically raising the level of the collections in the weaker libraries. 
Anybody who has ever negotiated with administrators, trustees, and 
state budget directors knows that they are not impressed by vague 
‘‘guidelines” such as those that were unfortunately proposed for college 
libraries in 1970-71. These practical men and women want to know 
what an authoritative body of experts considers essential; they insist on 
facts and figures. David Roy Watkins, Helen M. Brown, and James 0. 
Wallace will discuss this in their chapters, but the issue editor, having 
carried the brunt of this fight for many years, feels he ought to make 
his conviction on this point crystal clears6 
Finally, he believes that all library standards ought to be written in 
lucid, forceful prose. They are meant not only for the eyes of library 
officials, but they should make attractive, enlightening reading for the 
concerned layman, that is, the administrator, the trustee, the member 
of the city council or faculty library committee. Our committee aimed 
at such a wide public and was pleased to see the standards printed in 
unassuming form and sold at a modest price to thousands of readers. 
Alice Norton’s well written pamphlet, Your Public Library: Standards 
for Service, fulfills a similar function within a somewhat different 
framework.6 
The issue editor is happy that almost all leaders of the profession he 
approached were immediately willing to contribute to this volume of 
Libray Trends. All were given full freedom to present their points of 
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view on the basis of their own philosophy and wealth of experience. 
The editor sought no uniformity of approach or opinion. He felt it 
would do no harm to find a few contradictions and overlappings in the 
text. He is especially pleased that not only the major facets of the 
American situation are described here by authorities, but also that the 
startling progress made in England and Canada along these lines is 
presented by experts. The emphasis of the issue is clearly on standards 
for various types of libraries, but it seemed advisable to review also the 
standards in library technology and the efforts for international stan- 
dardization in libraries in order to provide a comprehensive picture. 
Lowell A. Martin discusses how libraries were caught in a “crunch” 
at the time when the first official standards for public libraries were 
promulgated in 1933. We have traveled far since the depth of the De- 
pression, but let us have no illusions about the dangers which now 
threaten many American libraries. The signs of the times seem to indi- 
cate that more and more institutions, among them some of the most 
prestigious, will be forced into a period of retrenchment. It may be 
hard for them to maintain in the 1970s the great advances made in the 
1960s. At this critical juncture we need clearly defined, carefully rea- 
soned, unequivocal standards for our libraries. This is no time for plati- 
tudes and ambiguous generalities! May this issue of Library Trends 
contribute to the recognition of the relevance of such standards.‘ 
References 
1. Very helpful to readers interested in the literature on the whole subject 
of standards for libraries is: Ottersen, Signe, comp. “A Bibliography on Standards 
for Evaluating Libraries,” College 6.Research Libraries, 32: 127-44, March 1971. 
2. South African Library Association. Sub-committee on Public Library Stan- 
dards. Standards for South African Public Libraries. Second rev. ed. Potchefstroom, 
1968; see also Humphreys, K. W. “Standards in University Libraries,” Librd, 20: 
144-55, 1970. 
3. Wheeler, Joseph L. “What Good are Public Library Standards?” Library 
Journal, 95:455, Feb. 1, 1970. 
4. Downs, Robert B., and Heussman, John W. “Standards for University Li- 
braries,” College G Research Libraries, 31:28, Jan. 1970. 
5.  Felix E. Hirsch has frequently written on the significance of standards. See, 
for example: “New College Library Standards,” Library Journal, 84: 1994-96, June 
15, 1959; “How Can We Implement the ALA Standards for College Libraries?” 
College 6.Research Libraries, 22: 125-29, March 1961; “Goals for the Nineteen 
Sixties: The Significance of the New ALA Standards for Junior College Libraries,” 
Junior College Journal, 31:135-39, Nov. 1960; “Raising the Standards: College 
Libraries,” DrexeZ Library Quarterly, July 1966 (issue editor) ; and “College Li- 
LIBRARY TRENDS[162I 
Zntroduction 
braries Today and Tomorrow:Progress and Problems,” American Association of 
Uniuersity Professors Bulletin, 52:283-89,Sept. 1966. ( In  this paper he  presents 
also his general outlook on academic librarianship.); See also his chapter on “Eval- 
uation Trends,” Library Trends, 14:191-202, Oct. 1965. 
6. Norton, Alice. Your Public Library: Standards for Service. Chicago, ALA, 
1969. 
7. Two important communications were received by the issue editor, after this 
introduction had been completed. Charles H. Ness, chairman, Pennsylvania Library 
Association, College and Research Division, called his attention to recommendations 
by a seminar on “Standards/Guidelines for Academic Libraries” held by the Divi-
sion at Pennsylvania State University in April 1972. It had arrived at  many severe 
criticisms of the proposed ACRL Guidelines for College Libraries. In particular, it 
had emphasized: “While there was no objection to including philosophic statements, 
it was felt that quantitative standards are essential, if the document is to be mean- 
ingful.” Secondly, the minutes of the meetings of the ALA Committee on Standards 
held at the June 1972 ALA Conference in Chicago include the information that an 
ALA Standards Manual is in an advanced stage of preparation. A third draft of this 
manual, compiled by Ruth Warncke, will be presented to the committee at the ALA 
Midwinter Meeting in January 1973 and then hopefully passed on to the ALA 
Council. 
OCTOBER, 1972 
Standards for Public Libraries 
L O W E L L  A .  M A R T I N  
OFFICIALSTANDARDS for public libraries have 
been promulgated by the ALA at intervals over the past forty years- 
specificallyin 1933,1943,1956 and 1966. With the exception of the 1966 
formulation, each statement reflected fresh concepts of public library 
service or organization. These fresh concepts, injected into the library 
scene every decade or so, stimulated new development in the field for 
a period of several years after they appeared. Then their clarion call 
faded and a hiatus prevailed until new directions were developed 
and a fresh statement issued, At the present time we are in one of the 
intervals, with public library standards that are no longer a call to ac- 
tion, and original concepts not yet formulated to animate the next 
statement. 
Various states have also adopted standards over the years. For the 
most part these have been adaptations of the national statements, but 
in a few instances they preceded the ALA documents and introduced 
principles which were later picked up nationally. State standards will 
be incorporated into the picture as the present article proceeds. 
This discussion will first look at public library standards up through 
the prevailing 1966 document, The statements will be analyzed as to 
their content and appraised as to their impact. An effort will be made 
to determine just what was meant by “standards” at each stage, and to 
detect what justification and authority stands behind them. Finally, 
some views will be ventured on what should come next in public li-
brary standards. 
NATIONALSTANDARDS DECADESOVERFOUR 
The first formal standards for public libraries at the national level 
appeared in 1933,l at the depth of the Depression. Libraries were hit 
by the prevailing economic conditions at least as hard as other educa- 
Lowell A. Martin is Professor, School of Library Service, Columbia University, 
New York. 
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tional agencies and government services were. At the same time, users 
flocked to the public library; some city libraries had their peak year in 
circulation in 1933.People sought new vocational information and skill 
which they expected to get them a job; or they sought escape from a 
world that had become hopeless for them. We would say now that li- 
braries were caught in the “crunch‘‘-the term then was ‘‘pinch”-but 
neither term suggests the wide gap that opened between resources and 
demand. 
In this setting the 1933 standards hopefully called for a few essential 
minima of service. The $1.00 per capita financial slogan was born at 
this point. A few years later its initial prescriptions for personnel were 
supplemented by a related publication of ALA.2 This early effort was 
no more than a brief statement that public libraries ought to have ade- 
quate resources and funds. 
The next statement of standardsS was again born out of adversity, 
this time a global war. While the Germans advanced, and rumors of 
genocide spread, plans were made for libraries, as for other services, 
for after the war. The postwar standards were compiled well before 
victory, and constitute an act of national and professional faith. 
The 1943statement represents a coming-of-age of public library stan- 
dards. The 1933 statement was exactly two pages in length; this formu- 
lation was ninety-two pages. It covered the whole range of objectives, 
government, organization and services, as well as collections, personnel 
and finance; and it did so in a general framework that has carried 
through in subsequent statements. Many library administrators used it 
not only as a source of standards, but also as a compact planning and 
administrative guide in the postwar period when libraries were at- 
tempting to get back on their feet. 
The chairman of the 1943 committee, Carleton B.Joeckel, prepared 
the basic draft of the statement. Along with the subsequent and related 
national plan of 1948: it constitutes a culmination of his significant 
contribution to librarianship. A vision of the public library as an adult 
education agency (The Public Library: A People’s University6 had ap- 
peared in 1938)was the clarion call of this document and it sounded 
on into the heyday of the public library in the 1950s.There was also a 
practical sense of the central role of government, a theory of the politi- 
cal science of public library administration, that has not been fully 
grasped to this day. The presentation combined qualitative and quanti- 
tative measures in a balance that has been maintained in later state- 
ments. 
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While there is a section in the 1943document on minimum size and 
area for effective service (the larger unit concept), it is not integrated 
with the standards as a whole. Joeckel had been doing his pioneer work 
on public library government during the 1930s at the University of 
Chicago. He could not formulate a strategic statement without some 
mention of the direction of his thinking, but the idea of basing the stan- 
dards on library systems rather than on individual libraries had not yet 
evolved. However, that section on larger units in the 1943 standards 
was by no means lost or forgotten. It forms the framework for the 1948 
national plan, and was used again by the Public Library Inquiry a few 
years later.6 That report recommends larger units as one of the major 
features in its chapter on “Direction of Development,” but without di- 
rect acknowledgment of either the postwar standards or the national 
plan. 
The 1956 statement7 was a departure in several respects, and be- 
cause it had some definite influence it is worth noting these characteris- 
tics specifically. To begin with, the whole concept behind this document 
not only deemphasized quantitative standards but also deemphasized 
isolated standards as such and stressed the principles for developing 
effective service. This was exemplified in its title, in which the term 
“standards” comes at the very end, almost as an afterthought: Public 
Library Seruice; A Guide to Evaluation, u i th  Minimum Standards. It 
was exemplified also in the structure of the document: principles are 
presented first, with specific standards following and in a sense in a 
subordinate position. The 1956 pronouncement was thus more a plan- 
ning document than a measuring document. The intent was that indi- 
vidual libraries and groups of libraries would use it first to review pur- 
pose, organization and service provided, and then check with the few 
concrete measures on how well they were doing. 
One “new” principle animated the whole document, that of library 
systems. The 1956 standards did not invent this concept, but they were 
the first to systematically apply the idea to the whole range of library 
service. This was not only a distinctive step, not only the official accep- 
tance of an idea whose time had come, but it significantly affected the 
content and level of the document. A problem that had haunted all pre- 
vious efforts was what to do about the small library; how far to com- 
promise standards in the face of the reality that most American public 
libraries are so small that alone they cannot even aspire to reasonable 
standards, Now with the systems concept underlying the statement, 
criteria were set that groups of libraries could be expected to achieve 
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together, and such criteria could be closer to what was required to 
meet the needs of people. 
On this basis the 1956 standards eliminated the frustrating “sliding 
scale” which unrealistically imposed higher criteria on smaller libraries. 
The earlier postwar document called for one volume per capita in the 
collection in larger places, but three volumes per capita in smaller 
places. In other words, the way in which the smaller libraries were to 
come up to standard was simply to make a distinctly greater effort, a 
proposition that bore little relation to taxation and public financing. 
Another example is the standard proposed as a supplement to the 1933 
document: that the number of volumes circulated per staff assistant in 
places under 10,000 population should be 25,000 a year, while in places 
of over 250,000 the figure was 15,000 per assistant. In this case the gap 
between the small and the large agency was presumably to be closed 
simply by having the staff in the smaller agency work harder. Both slid- 
ing scales and circulation as a basis for determining staff size are ab- 
sent from the 19586 document. 
To meet the problem of changing price and cost levels, the 1956 
statement introduced another feature: the financial supplement.s 
Money standards were put into a separate publication that could be, 
and was, revised at intervals of several years. In the process the basis 
for financial criteria was changed and made more functional. Origi- 
nally a single per capita dollar figure had been prescribed. In the 1943 
statement it was broken down into three levels of “limited or 
minimum,” “reasonably good,” and “superior” service, without any 
clear definition of these terms. The 1956 supplement adopted the pat- 
tern of buidling up operating budgets for different specific library situ- 
ations, using the standards themselves as the elements of the budget- 
more of a program base for financial support and less an ex cathedra 
pronouncement. The resulting dollar figures could safely be assumed to 
provide enough to achieve the suggested standards at least at a mini- 
mum level, The 1956 publication, for example, contained sample “stan- 
dard’’ budgets totalling from $2.60 to $3.41 per capita, while the recent 
1971 supplement (the fourth revised supplement over fifteen years), 
using cost figures of that date, raised these to $7.66-$8.23 per capita. 
In shifting the focus from the individual library to the consolidated 
or cooperating group of libraries, the 1956 document opened up a new 
problem, Now the smaller individual library had no specific standards 
by which to measure itself or plan its own budgets and financial pre- 
sentations to fiscal authorities. Many were not, and some still are not, 
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members of systems, and even those that are within systems want some 
measure of their contribution to the total. Discussion of this problem 
went on for several years, resulting in 1962 in the Interim Standards” 
(“interim” until all libraries are members of systems). The compilers of 
this statement sought to meet the interests of both individual libraries 
on the one hand and of systems on the other, and in general kept a 
good balance. 
The 1956 document also spawned other standards statements. Most 
closely associated are those for young adult services (196O)lO and for 
children’s services ( 1964).11 Each states that it was built within the 
framework of the basic statement, and claims consistency with the 
principles of that statement, The criteria for bookmobile serVice12 
which appeared in the same period are not as closely related, although 
within the general family. The 1963 statement for state libraries13 is 
even less closely related, although it is worth noting the recurrence of 
some principles that first appeared in the public library statement, and 
the presence of several of the same individuals in the groups that com- 
piled both. 
From 1956 to the early 1960s public library standards were very 
much alive and well. They were reviewed and discussed, adopted and 
adapted, applied and criticized, They formed the ground plan for 
many statewide programs. What actual effect that had will be com-
mented on later in this article. 
By 1966 the basic document itself needed either revision or replace- 
ment. While library systems were not universal, they were widespread. 
An expanded supply and changed distribution system for both print 
and nonprint materials had come into existence. In the mid-l960s, for 
the first time since World War 11, some indicators of public library use 
had turned downward, harbingers of a trend common in larger city li- 
braries by the end of the decade. Occasional voices had been raised 
challenging the goals and social function of the public 1ibra1y.l~ 
The choice was either to go back to the 1956 statement and update 
it, or to formulate a new one. The decision was made to revise the ma- 
terial in hand. Some of the existing standards were raised, particularly 
for the headquarters unit within systems. Essentially, the 1966 publica- 
tion is a replica of its predecessor of ten years, reflecting the same over- 
all concept of public library service, treating the same elements, pre- 
senting them in the same organization, and with the same assumptions 
as to what public libraries are for. 
In retrospect this decision must be questioned, although it can be 
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understood. In the middle of the 1960s few people foresaw the threat- 
ened position in which the public library would find itself five years 
later. Those who did have forebodings had not conceived a fresh direc- 
tion or role for the public library which could form the foundation of a 
genuinely new statement of standards. The compilers of the 1966 revi-
sion themselves did not rest easy: “This, then, is an unfinished docu- 
ment . . . because the rapidity of change in modern life makes it impos- 
sible to foretell what changes are in the making.”16 
With the advantage of hindsight the decision to reissue the then ex-
isting document with minor changes can be seen as a missed opportu- 
nity. The pronouncement of the 1950s had served its purpose and 
might better have been relegated to the archives. What the public li- 
brary needed a decade later was a statement pointing the way into the 
future, for a country increasingly more preoccupied with self-fulfill- 
ment and the quality of life than with economic well-being. The 1966 
document is not such a model. While a library in the 1950s might have 
come reasonably close to meeting the needs of its constituents by pro- 
viding the elements and achieving the levels prescribed at that time, 
this cannot be said of the public library today working from the pres- 
ent standards. In substance we are living with public library standards 
formulated almost two decades ago. 
STATESTANDARDS 
For the most part standards adopted by the states have followed the 
national formulations. The state governments in the U.S. system pro- 
vide the legal foundation for public libraries as part of the responsibil- 
ity for education that rests with the states. In some cases maintenance 
of standards for libraries is specified in state law, and in any case a 
responsibility for adequacy is implied whenever the state authorizes 
public services. Despite this, the states have usually waited for the na- 
tional professional organization to set standards and goals for public 
libraries, and then either adopted them officially or accepted them im- 
plicitly as they made statewide plans for development. This contrasts 
with the situation for schools, where the states have established stan- 
dards rather than adopting those either of a federal agency or a na- 
tional organization. The position of the states on standards for library 
service is symptomatic of the generally anomalous position in which 
the public library finds itself in relation to its legal sponsor and source 
of authority-anomalous at least in finance. 
However, there are exceptions. New York State, for example, long 
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had standards for local libraries that were more detailed and explicit 
than those emanating from ALA. They were not only recommendations 
for what service should be in the state, and not only were tied into the 
minuscule ($100 per year per library) state aid of that time, but actu- 
ally had the force of law in the sense that all money, local as well as 
state, could be withheld if a minimum level was not maintained. In 
New York and other states with earlier standards, this minimum level 
was modest-the old problem of adjusting to the reality of a predomi- 
nance of very small units-and even then the standards were seldom 
enforced. 
In the last decade, as state aid for libraries has increased in some 
states, state-based standards have been appearing which libraries are 
expected to achieve in order to receive state funds. One might think of 
these as “creeping standards,” introduced administratively, usually 
starting at a minimum level, and applied with considerable leeway and 
flexibility. Rather than goals for a high level of service, such state stan- 
dards are designed to bring along the stragglers. New Jersey is an ex- 
ample of such use of state standards, and with state aid in that instance 
now in the range of $1.00 per capita, there is enough leverage to make 
the criteria meaningful. 
The present status across the country is that some, usually modest, 
standards have been set by most states, with cautious application of 
them by state agencies. Moderate as this control is at the present time, 
it could be a forerunner of increased enforcement of library standards 
by the states, particularly if the financing of municipal and county li- 
braries should shift more to the states, along with the current prospect 
of a distinct shift to state financing for schools. 
In a few exceptional instances states have taken the lead in public 
library standards. The California StaternenP of the early 1950s was 
structured around library systems rather than individual agencies, an- 
ticipating the 1956 national ALA standards. But the instigators within 
the states have usually been the state library associations, rather than 
government library agencies, and the state organizations have custom- 
arily followed the national association, Here also some indications of 
change may be evident, with the state professional groups beginning to 
develop an identity of their own, which could stimulate standards dis- 
tinct from the national pattern. Since ALA repeated itself the last time 
it formulated public library standards, the action may shift to the states 
in redefining and raising goals and criteria. Perhaps New York, Califor- 
Public Libraries 
nia, Washington or Maryland are where one should look to find new 
standards emerging. 
The net effect to date of national standards promulgated by a profes- 
sional association, and then accepted without legal authorization 
within states, is that there is no structure for certifying or accrediting 
libraries. There is no official means for enforcing minimum levels, as 
prevails in state regulations for schools, nor any practical professional 
means for accomplishing the purpose, as prevails in the regional ac- 
creditation structure for colleges and universities. On one hand are the 
noble professional pronouncements for public libraries; on the other 
hand are local laws and traditions which allow each library to be just 
as poor or “unstandard” as it wants to be, or more precisely, as poor as 
its local constituency is willing to tolerate. 
IMPACTOF PUBLICLIBRARYSTANDARDS 
Public library standards exist, as we have seen, without governmen- 
tal sanction. The money for libraries comes from the public purse; the 
prescriptions for service come from professional groups. Whatever 
effect public library standards have must therefore come from persua- 
sion. The process on which we depend is: (1)a forward look by a pro- 
fessional committee; (2) convincing local professional administrators 
of the import of the committee vision; (3)convincing of library trustees 
by the local administrators; (4)conveying the message to the holders 
of the purse strings; and finally ( 5 ) seeking general understanding on 
the part of the electorate which puts the purse strings holders into 
office. If one thinks of the 1966 ALA standards, and then of the extent 
of knowledge of them by the local citizen, he is aware of the width of 
the gulf and the depth of the problem. No wonder the public librarian 
laments that his agency is not understood by the bulk of the people. 
The 1933 statement appeared in the depth of the Depression. The 
standards statement is matter-of-fact rather than inspiring, although 
the first sentence does have a familiar lilt: “The public library is main- 
tained by a democratic society in order that every man, woman and 
child may have the means of self-education and recreational materials.” 
Any words would have been feeble in the face of the hard realities of 
the time. 
The mid-1930s saw a flurry of statewide library plans, with the 
standards usually referred to; but for the most part these remained pa- 
per plans without implementation. By the time library budgets had 
turned modestly upward in the late 1930s, the standards statement had 
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lost whatever challenge it may have had, and it is seldom referred to in 
the prewar literature. Looming ahead was a holocaust that would ren- 
der any polite statements not only peripheral but irrelevant. 
The 1943 standards also appeared at an unpromising time, when the 
outcome of the war was uncertain, but they managed to survive and 
exert an influence. They had to survive an additional hiatus immedi- 
ately after the war while the country refocused on peacetime pursuits. 
Yet their call remained clear, both at the local and the national levels. 
They provided the measure or model on which many budget requests 
of the late 1940s were based, and were the start of a straight line that 
leads from the standards themselves, to the national plan five years 
later, and on to the Public Library Inquiry two  years after that. 
The 1956 statement appeared under more propitious circumstances, 
Libraries were well on their feet after the war by this time, funding 
was more substantial, use had turned upward beginning in the early 
1950s, and the future of the public library had a glow which it had 
lacked since the 1920s. The optimism was not unfounded, for the peak 
period in use of the American public library was in the years from 1956 
to 1965, which was also the most encouraging period in its financial 
support.1T Further, the 1956 standards were followed by the passage of 
the federal Library Services Act in the same year. 
The document itself starts with an accolade to the educational func- 
tion of the public library: “the function of the open door-and that it 
shall be inviting.” The door remained open in the following decade, to 
the many students and others who sought to enter, but how inviting it 
was would be brought into question when use turned downward late in 
the 1960s. Many of those who came through the door had to do so, and 
others found the winding paths of the paperback rack, the appeal of 
the magazine, the inventiveness of the film and the convenience of tele- 
vision to be more inviting. Ironically, it was the call to purpose in the 
1956 statement that had the least influence, and in time the public li- 
brary has come to pay a penalty for this. 
It would be unjustified to ascribe the steady development of library 
systems in the late 1950s and early 1960s solely or primarily to the na- 
tional standards, although their role in this connection has been docu- 
mented.l8 The systems movement was underway before the 1956 docu-
ment appeared and state money had been allocated for the same pur- 
pose. But the standards came at the right time: they provided a banner 
for the movement, helped to show how it could be accelerated, and 
embodied an idea that caught the interest of trustees and government 
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officials seeking to relate local services to other nearby municipalities 
without giving up autonomy. 
The coordinate impact of the Library Services Act should not be 
discounted. In a sense the federal government joined hands with the 
professional movers and shakers. In its early years LSA was by law 
limited to rural areas and the first share of its money went to book-
mobiles. After a period the standards and the federal money were 
coordinated in purpose and exerted a strong infiuence on systems de- 
velopment. 
To the extent that the user response as measured by volume of circu-
lation and quantity of reference work is relevant, the trend was steadily 
upward. But what of the quality of service preached in the standards? 
Efforts to judge quality directly in library service are rare. In fact the 
various standards statements themselves stress the elements that pre- 
pare for service rather than the quality of performance. A New York 
evaluation in 1964 found more different titles available to people, more 
interlibrary loans requested and supplied, and more local staff with 
knowledge of reference sources than prevailed before systems were 
estab1i~hed.l~A Pennsylvania restudy in 1936, ten years after a previous 
statewide appraisal, found 900,000 more Pennsylvanians with access to 
service, centralized district resources discernibly stronger than ten years 
earlier, and a functioning research materials network.*O Cause and effect 
cannot be established, but the national standards appear to have been 
part of growth at that time, a kind of proclamation of what was oc- 
curring if not actually one of the growth factors. 
Unknown either to library administrators or to the revisers of the 
standards, public libraries stood at a watershed by the mid-l960s, with 
many about to take two long steps downward, first in decreased use 
and then by 1970 in such severe restrictions of funds that vital compo- 
nents of service (hours, book purchases, staff) had to be curtailed. The 
two feed upon each other; reduced funds lead to decreased use, and 
decreased use leads to reduced funds. City libraries had often cut the 
budgets of branches when use turned down; now the principle is being 
applied to whole library systems by city fiscal authorities, who look 
over the various municipal services to establish priorities, even as the 
city library authorities look over branches. Whether any document as 
such could have made a difference is questionable. Certainly a virtual 
reissue of the previous standards had limited effect. The 1966 docu- 
ment had little to say even concerning the aspect of service to which an 
intensified concern was being directed-reaching poor people in the in- 
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ner-city areas. Having been inspired once by the statement in its earlier 
form, and having exhausted it for both planning and budget purposes, 
library o5cers found little in the reissue in 1966 around which to orga- 
nize a new mobilization, Instead voices began to be raised for a new 
formulation of goals for the public library. 
WHATIS A STANDARD? 
The dictionary defines standard as: (1)a goal or model, as in “the 
standard bearer”; (2)  a criterion of adequacy, as in “the prevailing 
standard”; (3) a norm or midpoint, as in “the standard of living”; (4)a 
minimum level, as in “bring up to standard.” 
What does it mean as applied to libraries? On a scale of ideal goals 
on one end to minimum adequacy on the other, where do public li- 
brary standards fall? And wherever they fall, how have they been es- 
tablished, and what is the authority behind them? 
There are no simple answers. The documents themselves in every 
case make some reference to “minimum standards,” suggesting that 
they denote bare adequacy. But in view of the fact that few if any li- 
braries achieve all the measures, they must be above the minimum, un- 
less we have no adequate public libraries in the country. The emphasis 
upon “minimum” in the statements was in part an effort to meet the 
criticism that as soon as any library comes up to the level prescribed, it 
may be considered by the city fathers as having all it needs, in which 
case standards would be counterproductive. By terming them “mini- 
mum” the situation is kept open-ended. 
Where do public library standards fall on the scale, if not at the bot- 
tom? A cynical answer would be “at whatever point the traffic will 
bear,” or more politely, “somewhere out ahead of where they are now, 
but not too far.” In reality the last comment is not too far off the mark, 
for each of the compiling committees looked at the prevailing situation, 
focused its gaze toward the upper part of the scale, and recorded what 
it saw. The 1956 group reports explicitly that it tentatively set stan- 
dards and then checked them against a sample of recognized “better” 
libraries. 
Thus the existing standards for public libraries tend more to indicate 
what can be achieved rather than what should be achieved. This op- 
portunistic approach accounts for the fact that some of the criteria 
(number of staff, for example) tend to move up as each revision is 
made, even though no changed circumstances are documented as the 
reason for the increase; the previous standard having stood for some 
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time, and having been reached at least in part, it simply becomes time 
to move it up a notch or two. This approach also accounts for the disil- 
lusioning experience of some libraries that struggle and come up to 
standard and still find that they cannot accomplish what they seek to 
do, indeed not even what the standards document itself says they 
should do. The existing criteria can be viewed as norms of what li- 
braries above the average are doing now. They tell the administrator 
whether he is doing as well as his neighbors, not whether he is doing as 
well as he should. 
One comes back to the judgment of those who compile the criteria as 
the basis for their suitability and authority, this judgment checked and 
confirmed by the official group that approves and sponsors them. Ex-
isting standards for libraries represent the “wisdom of the seers.” Li- 
brarians assert from experience that certain measures should be 
achieved to have a “good” library. It follows that these measures carry 
more weight among other librarians than they do among nonlibrary au- 
thorities and the public at large. 
What other basis is there? The answer is a foundation of clear and 
explicit objectives and a functional prescription of what is needed to 
achieve objectives-in other words, “program” standards to go along 
with program budgeting. For an agency aiming at self-fulfillment on 
the part of varied individuals, this is most difficult to accomplish. Ob- 
jectives have not been sharpened or made functional; they are still 
stated in the same inclusive and general terms-self-education and rec- 
reation. Just what concrete resources in materials, staff and services are 
needed to achieve these objectives has not been determined objec- 
tively. The problem is perpetuated by the fact that libraries, among all 
public services, may be least emotionally disposed to seek a program 
basis for planning and budgeting, even less than schools, parks and 
hospitals. There are only self-pronouncements by librarians concerning 
the standards which public libraries should achieve, and even these 
seem to be losing impact on the profession and on government officials. 
DIRECTIONSFOR THE FUTURE 
This is not the place to try to map the future of the public library, 
but it can be said that some new sense of direction is needed and that 
standards could be an element in helping to find the way ahead. The 
starting point is not revision of the existing national document. Stan- 
dards have been effective to the extent that they rest upon fresh con- 
cepts suited to the conditions emerging at the time they are issued. 
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Such fresh concepts must be agreed upon before meaningful measures 
can be formulated. 
All previous standards statements have reflected a general rather 
than a focused sense of what public libraries are for. They have been 
based on the three legs of education, information and recreation, which 
interpreted broadly enough might encompass most phases of American 
life other than manufacturing and trade. What kinds of education, 
what forms of information, and what levels of recreation would be pro- 
vided have not been defined, either in the national standards or in indi- 
vidual library programs. The public library seeks to do almost every- 
thing. In practice it provides a wide range of services, each to only a 
fragmentary extent, and each utilized by a very small portion of the 
population. I t  is a kind of five-and-ten-cent store in the world of ideas 
and expression, purveying a little of a lot. 
This eclectic policy was tolerable-perhaps even best-in a period 
when the vitalizing values of the society were not being questioned 
and when more public money could be expected as the years went by. 
However, the policy has to be reconsidered when both intellectual 
leaders and government officials are asking why we maintain each pub- 
lic agency and how much support it should get. 
Under the previous conditions librarians alone were able to select 
goals and specify standards. A wider social and governmental base is 
needed for the next formulation. At least three sectors in addition to 
professionals should join in the endeavor: citizens in general (perhaps 
in the form of library trustees, although they often do not represent the 
people at large), political leaders and government officials, and the 
most prescient of sociologists and social theoreticians. It is conceivable 
that such a congress of views could see through to the social role of the 
public library in the next decade. 
Useful standards can be formulated; reasonable measures of achieve- 
ment can be devised, if one knows what they are being devised for. 
Previous statements of public library standards attest to this. But a cru- 
cial step must be taken first, and the test of public librarians and 
friends of public libraries in this next period is whether that basic step 
is taken. 
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THEFIRST STANDARDS for state library services 
were published in 1963;l the second and current version followed 
rapidly in 1969.2To those familiar with the wide diversity of organiza- 
tional patterns among the fifty states, it is surprising that the standards 
exist at all. The problem, of course, is that no two  state agencies are 
exactly alike and it is difficult to make useful comparisons. In many 
states the library functions are splintered into three or four separate 
agencies, and in a few instances, more than that. Some operate under 
separate state library boards or commissions; others, like New York 
and California, are parts of huge departments of education. In Illinois 
the chief administrator is actually the assistant state librarian and is 
subordinate to the secretary of state, who holds the additional title of 
state librarian. 
The task of developing the standards could only have been accom- 
plished by breaking down various library functions that are performed 
by state agencies and treating each function in a separate manner. 
How successfully the job was done, or to put it another way, how use- 
ful the standards have actually proved to be, will be discussed later in 
this article. It will be helpful to consider first the situation which led to 
the development of two sets of standards within such a brief period of 
time. 
It was the passage of that pioneer piece of library legislation in 1956, 
the Library Services Act, that gave such great impetus to the move- 
ment for state library standards. State agencies which had been operat- 
ing at a low profile with small, inadequate staffs were suddently faced 
with the task of producing far-reaching plans for the use of federal 
funds and of acquiring additional staff to carry them out. Even the 
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larger, well-established agencies were unable to assume the additional 
administrative, fiscal and planning burdens occasioned by the new leg- 
islation and added staff members who could help get the programs off 
the ground as quickly as possible. One state, New Mexico, was inspired 
to create a state library extension agency. 
It was not surprising then that at the Allerton Park Institute in 1961 
a number of speakers cited the improvement and the strengthening of 
state library agencies as the single most important result of the pas- 
sage of the 1956 legislation.5 Harold Lancour, in summarizing the con- 
ference papers, noted that “some 800 new people have been added to 
the staffs of these [state library] agencies who could never have been 
hired without this additional money, Some of these were professional 
people, and some, of course, were clerical workers and bookmobile 
drivers. A total of 288 bookmobiles have been purchased from LSA 
funds and are now in use by public libraries all over the country. One 
can quickly see, in this somewhat dramatic way, how much this direct 
help would mean to public library devel~pment.”~ 
Lowell Martin, in his keynote adress to the conference, expressed 
some concern that the bookmobile might merely perpetuate a substan- 
dard quality of library service. But he, too, expressed satisfaction at 
what had happened to state libraries: “It is not by accident that I put 
the strengthening of state agencies first. Has it occurred to you what a 
gamble was taken in LSA from the beginning in depending on state 
library agencies for this program? I know that there have been a few 
strong agencies at the state level for some years. But the picture five or 
more years ago in state after state was not just one of some shortage of 
staff or some weakness in collection, but of downright deficiencies 
which made the state the weak link in the proposed chain of library 
development. The state agencies-including the weak state agencies- 
met the ~hallenge.”~ And, if Phillip Monypenny was similarly con- 
cerned that library service was being spread too thin,6 the state library 
people looked at the small miracle that was wrought with the 
$7,500,000 made available annually, and yearned for more federal 
funds to enable them to do the things that so clearly needed to be done. 
The added administrative responsibilities that were placed upon the 
state library agencies as the result of the federal legislation precipi- 
tated a demand for a serious study of state libraries. In 1957, when the 
National Association of State Libraries became the American Associa- 
tion of State Libraries and a division of the ALA, sentiment developed 
rapidly for a survey of state library functions and the development of 
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standards for them. In November 1957, Carma Zimmerman Leigh, the 
first President of the AASL, appointed the Survey and Standards Com- 
mittee under the chairmanship of Alton Keller of the Library of Con- 
gress. The committee quickly drafted a proposal, and in 1960 the Car- 
negie Corporation made a grant of $45,000 for the survey-standards 
project. Robert Leigh was appointed director of the survey and follow- 
ing his death in 1961 was succeeded by Phillip Monypenny of the Uni-
versity of Illinois. 
The Survey and Standards Committee, however, under the direction 
of Phyllis Dalton of the California State Library, decided not to wait 
for the completion of the survey to begin work on the standards, but to 
move quickly ahead, using as a basis the 1950 publication of the Na- 
tional Association of State Libraries, The Role of the State Library. 
This document listed five major services performed by state libraries: 
general library (to state government), extension, historical and archi- 
val, legislative reference, and law library. The decision to move ahead 
was a wise one, for the first standards as finally edited by Lowell Mar- 
tin were published in 1963, three years before the survey appeared in 
final form. The publication of the standards made very little impact on 
the library world. The library press, for example, almost completely ig-
nored the event. The state agencies themselves, however, used the 
sixty-two separate standards that had been delineated as a tool for self- 
evaluation and for comparison with members of their peer group, par- 
ticularly with those state libraries located in the same geographical 
area or serving populations of comparable size. In addition, state asso- 
ciation planning groups, such as the planning committee of the Califor- 
nia Library Association, found the standards useful in describing the 
role of the state library within the projected overall state plan for com- 
prehensive library services.‘ 
The standards themselves clearly reflect the somewhat heady atmo- 
sphere of the time in which they were written. The federal government 
had said, in effect, “We will give you $7,500,000 a year for five years. 
With it you will develop solid plans on how best to use this money to 
bring library service to the 35 million Americans in the rural areas who 
now lack library service.” The standards reacted to this challenge by 
making the following the first of the sixty-two standards: *‘A plan for 
developing the total subject and reference resources which affect the 
economic, political, intellectual and cultural life of the state.”s The out- 
reach approach is further emphasized in the fifth standard: “The gen- 
eral resources in state agencies and the wider resources in libraries as- 
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sociated in cooperative agreements should be widely and genuinely 
available. . . . Library resources for Government and for the state in 
general must not only be acquired but must be mobilized for use.”O Not 
until chapter 3, in standards 14-20, are the library services for state 
government per se considered. It is difficult to believe that the situation 
would not have been reversed had the standards been written a decade 
or more earlier. 
In  dealing with the organizational pattern which had perennially di-
vided the various state library functions among so many different agen- 
cies, standard 36 pointed to the advantages of a coordinated agency 
but, recognizing political realities, stopped short of a clearcut recom- 
mendation that all existing agencies be combined: 
The several state library agencies dealing with the three broad areas of 
state responsibility should be unified as one department or division of 
government to the extent possible and advisable under state law and 
traditions. Reorganization need not be forced if the full state program is 
coming up to standards, but equally it should not be delayed because of 
inertia. Even as the state’s responsibilities for schools are best handled 
in a single education department, so the library af fa i rs  of the state should 
be administratively unified. This unification enhances pIanning for full 
library needs, balanced development among library functions, coordin- 
ation among related activities, effective overall budget preparation and 
presentation, and efficient use of facilities, as well as avoiding unneces- 
sary duplication and lessening administrative overhead. Most important, 
a unified state library agency permits the strongest leadership at the 
state level. Unification does not mean subjection or neglect of particular 
functions; Standard 35 specifies that each function must have identity and 
qualified personnel. Every state, and every state library official, has an 
obligation to plan for orderly development toward unification of library 
activities in a structure that provides a proper place and prestige for all 
library functions maintained by the state.10 
While this message is clear it is further modified in the interest of 
political realities in standard 38 which states: “The function of advising 
and supervising school libraries should normally be placed in the 
agency concerned directly with elementary and secondary schools in 
the Department of Education. . . . School consultant service must also 
be closely coordinated with other state library activities, in the interest 
of the expanding demands for library materials by students.”ll 
The standards avoid the question of whether all state libraries should 
become part of state departments of education in order to achieve 
greater coordination of various types of libraries, particularly the 
school and public libraries. This is not surprising; at that time a num- 
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ber of state libraries were actively resisting attempts to incorporate 
them into state education departments, and others found themselves 
overwhelmed by the formal education priorities of these huge bureau- 
cracies. 
There is little point in attempting a detailed comparison between the 
1963 and 1969 standards, but certain broad differences are worth not- 
ing. The material is arranged differently, and although much of the lan- 
guage is carried over from one document to the other, differences in 
emphasis become increasingly apparent in reading the two versions. 
The 1963 standards, for example, definitely reflect a public library em- 
phasis, which is completely understandable in the light of the 1956 leg- 
islation which was limited to the improvement of rural public library 
services. The rapidly growing awareness in the library community of 
the need to coordinate all library services can be seen clearly in the 
standards, which, in the 1965 edition, devote all of chapter 4 to the 
state and information networks and emphasize the state library agen- 
cies’ responsibility to “promote the network concept for the optimum 
use of resources” (standard 37) and the need to exercise leadership in 
deveIoping effective networks that exploit all techniques of communi- 
cation. 
This broader concept of library service, with its emphasis upon the 
coordinative function of the state library, had been strengthened with 
the 1965 addition of Title I11 to the Library Services and Construction 
Act, which encouraged library cooperation and provided $40,000 to 
each state to be utilized for this purpose. In addition, and also lending 
support to this broader concept, was the 1969 report, Libraries at 
L a r g P  which had been prepared for the National Advisory Commis- 
sion on Libraries. Chapter IX, section A of the report prepared by Nel- 
son Associates was entirely devoted to state library agencies. Signifi- 
cantly, it called attention to the growing leadership role of the state 
library and its lack of sufficient qualified staff to carry out its expanding 
mission, and recommended the addition of a new title to LSCA to pro- 
vide funds for this purpose.^^ 
The 1969 standards thus reflected the growing sophistication of the 
state library mission. Such words as planning, coordination, and evalu- 
ation are used with increasing frequency in descriptions of state library 
activities, and underscore current interest in output-analyzing and 
evaluating results. They are a far cry from the sentimental, missionary 
approach of not too many years ago which seemed to dominate the era 
of traveling libraries and county library development. 
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The relationship of the state library standards to the standards devel- 
oped for various types of libraries and the need for continuous revision 
of each of these documents is noted by John Humphry and Eleanor 
Ferguson in a recent article. As the authors observe, “The tide of change 
which is drawing together individual libraries is leading to 
declarations of new goals, many of which call for increased interdepen- 
dence, while their publication will lead more members of the library 
profession to give thought to greater coordination. It appears, then, 
that a cycle of thought and action leading to what might be called a 
‘seamless web’ of library service is under way, a cycle in which the 
state library stands in the center planning, assisting, and coordinating 
the growth, reaching out to work with the federal government and link 
it to all the libraries within its geographical area.”l4 The point is well 
taken, but one major difference between the state library standards and 
those for public, school, college and university libraries must be noted. 
The latter group contains measurable criteria-the number of books, the 
ratio of staff members to population served, etc. 
In this regard, it should be remembered that tacit in belief in stan- 
dards is the conviction that quantity, quality, or level of correctness 
involved can be measured for similar units and set up in some tabular 
fashion for comparison. While standards for other types of libraries still 
receive criticism as to how successfully they have established quantifia- 
ble norms, the state library standards have not even attempted to do so. 
F. William Summers has referred to them as a “shopping list approach 
to program building.”15 
Again, recalling the lack of comparability and of sound definition of 
the units to be measured, it is not surprising that the statistics commit- 
tee for state libraries has had little success in compiling a statistical 
data base which could be used to support quantifiable standards. This 
committee, along with all the other statistics committees of ALA, was 
placed within its library administration division and shared in the in- 
tensive effort to coordinate and standardize library statistics on a na- 
tional basis. The resulting documents, the Library Statistics: A Hand-
book. . . ,16 National Conference on Library Statistics,17 and Pbnning 
for a Nationwide System. . .,I* speak to the problems to be solved if com-
parable data for all state library activities are eventually to be ob- 
tained. 
Vexing as these statistical problems are to those who would like to 
have neat data packages, one is lead to believe they are but symptom- 
atic of a much more profound issue which lies at the heart of state li- 
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brary standards, and indeed questions the use of the term “standards” 
itself. Does one actually conceive of a “standard” state library? Would 
it be desirable for every state to standardize library functions at the 
state level? Are the general precepts contained in the standards docu- 
ment even subject to standardization? 
The ALA Committee on Standards in its first draft report issued in 
January 1972, shows that it has given much thought to ALA’s use of the 
term “standard” and has attempted to differentiate it from “goal” and 
‘‘g~ideline.’’~~It should be noted that this preliminary document wisely 
uses the term “ALA Standard to place it within the context of usage 
and stature which this particular professional organization deems expe- 
dient and proper. Further work by the standards committee and accep- 
tance of its final manual by the profession at Iarge may extricate US 
from the semantic labyrinth, In this event, state library standards will 
undoubtedly become even more useful to the profession, but if they are 
veiled in the mystery of professional lingo, their impact upon govern- 
ing and appropriating bodies may well be lessened. 
In their present form, however, it must be concluded that the state 
library standards are not standards at all, and might more properly be 
termed guidelines or suggested performance criteria. As Summers has 
observed, they “appear to aim at the profession and its various seg- 
ments and interests. It is difficult to imagine state executive or legisla- 
tive groups being greatly impressed by the document.”20 
We come to the point where we must recognize that no standards 
can measure such imponderables as the ability of the state library staff 
to assess the library needs within its jurisdiction; to plan for effective 
remedial action; to gauge with a high degree of accuracy what should 
and can be done within a given political milieu; and, simultaneously, to 
be sensitive to, and able to, interpret events and trends that will pro- 
foundly influence the shape of library service to come. (In this latter 
connection, the Serrano, California decision on school financing and its 
portent for library funding, and the possible effects of cable television 
on our basic communications systems, are two developments among 
many that may effect great changes in our educational system at all 
levels, and indeed, in the entire fabric of society.) 
This need for insight, judgment, and political acumen is particularly 
apparent as the state library moves into its new role as a regulatory 
agency in connection with administering considerable sums of federal 
and state aid funds. Acting as political pragmatist and strategist in de-
veloping criteria for the use of these public monies, it has had to de- 
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velop and promulgate standards and regulations which may or may not 
match those to which it ascribes as its national goals. 
As used by the professional associations, the term standards denotes 
a level of services and resources which is deemed minimal, but which 
represents defensible goals toward which the profession should be 
moving. It is in the professional interest that these national standards 
be well in advance of average performance, At the state level, however, 
standards must be set at that sensitive point somewhat in advance of 
present performance, but attainable under the local exigencies of law, 
financial ability, and tradition. In almost every case such standards, 
when enforced by whatever carrot-and-stick method available, are be- 
low those which the professional associations have adopted. It is inevi-
table that this dual standard exist. National standards promulgated by 
the profession are nonenforceable. State standards incorporated into 
regulations governing receipt of public funds must be enforceable, and 
the disparity between the two becomes an area for negotiation. 
The administration and enforcement of regulations and standards at 
the state level thus require highly political judgments. Librarians and 
trustees of the better institutions, those upon whom the state library 
must depend for advice and local Ieadership, are apt to see the stan- 
dards proposed in state regulations as woefully inadequate, substan- 
dard, and indeed a threat to their own level of performance. If the 
state endorses a standard lower than that for which librarians have 
fought valiantly, then, they claim, their local appropriating bodies 
might be tempted to reduce their support. Quite often their budget ap- 
peals have been guided for years by the national standards. The lesser 
level, endorsed by the state, thus represents a “cop-out”-a “sell-out.” 
Conversely, the weaker libraries (of which there are usually many 
more) look at the state standards as unattainable-a threat or even a 
plot to put them out of business and to steer the state funds to the 
stronger libraries. The new regulatory power of the state is seen as a 
menace, the promise of state aid as a delusion, and these apprehensions 
are quickly conveyed to local legislators. 
State standards, therefore, must strike that sensitive balance which is 
acceptable enough to assure their adoption, but which does not alien- 
ate so many that they are unenforceable. Since they must be formu- 
lated in a vacuum, without experience and without sufficient data, they 
usually incorporate some escape clause which allows for individual re- 
view, proof of hardship, and sincerity of intent. Negotiations, including 
formal hearings with trustees and municipal officials who seek excep- 
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tions from what they consider to be inordinately high standards of local 
effort, call for immense tact and political acumen on the part of state 
library administrators, and for an almost intuitive sense of where to 
compromise (to save a program) and where not to (to save profes- 
sional integrity), 
The growth of the suburb as a discernible political entity apart from 
the rural and urban camps which have been traditional rivals in most 
state legislatures, interjects yet another factor to be reckoned with in 
formulating tenable state standards and regulations, and in striking the 
required balance. As legislative reapportionment proceeds, it is quite 
possible that state libraries will find their most telling supporters in the 
suburban communities. Generally habituated to superior city services, 
the suburbanite is more apt to want, and to be able to afford, quality 
library services than those of his country cousin or his increasingly im- 
poverished city neighbor. Even so, the state library must appreciate the 
wide range of conditions which geography and demography engender 
and take care that the standards which are promulgated through regu- 
lation do not victimize some and overly reward others. The more peo- 
ple which per capita state aid reaches, the more defensible the stan- 
dard in terms of the state’s obligation to return service for tax dollars 
collected, 
Enforcement of standards through regulation, however, is still a mi- 
nor facet of state library involvement with improving levels of service. 
Patient persuasion, exposure through inservice workshops, propaganda, 
and old fashioned missionary work will continue to be primary tools of 
state library extension activities for the foreseeable future. While they 
are slow, and results are hard to document, they foster good will and 
often soften the carrot-and-stick approach which is irritating to many. 
They also provide an essential channel for communication with those 
libraries yet ineligible for state aid or which are so small that joining 
forces with another library or with a system should be encouraged. 
Naturally, laws concerning libraries establish certain base standards 
for governnance, finance and other factors, but such standards are of- 
ten extremely minimal. Laws are difficult and risky to amend or replace 
and often lag considerably behind changing conditions. By design, 
laws tend to be general, while regulations, which can be amended 
without legislative action, are usually much more specific. Perhaps the 
most telling aspect of laws in relation to standards is that of certifica- 
tion of librarians, The most recent study by the ALA in this area re- 
veals that twenty-two states require certification of public librariansSz1 
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In three states, certification is permissive; in eight it is voluntary. Sev- 
enteen states have no certification law at all. 
Here again, some escape clause in the certification legislation is al- 
most necessary to its passage, The most prevalent is the “grandfather” 
clause which protects incumbents of certifiable positions upon passage 
of the act. Less frequent is the provision of alternate routes to certifica- 
tion beyond holding a recognized degree-evaluation of experience or 
provision of an examination mechanism to establish competence. Reci- 
procity with other states also contributes the flexibility needed to en- 
force these standards without hardship and in full cognizance of the 
pressures which a varying manpower supply can exert. 
The greatest bulk of state library involvement with both setting and 
promoting standards of service is in the area of public library develop- 
ment. Much less is known about the roles of the states with respect to 
standards for other types of libraries, although it can be anticipated 
that state and federal support of library networks will gradually ex- 
pand state library concerns in these areas as well. In New Jersey, for 
example, an amended law governing the state library was developed 
using the 1969 Standards for Library Functions at the state level as 
guidelines. Advisory responsibilities in the areas of “school libraries, li- 
braries of institutions of higher education, industrial, commercial and 
other special libraries, State department and agency libraries, and the 
libraries the state maintains within the institutions carrying out its 
health, welfare and correctional programs and library service for the 
handicapped” are backed up with powers to “coordinate a state-wide 
system of libraries” and to “prescribe minimum standards of service . . . 
as may be necessary to effectuate . . . powers under the law.”22 Thus 
considerable latitude is provided for direct involvement as the evolu- 
tionary process of total library service and network development pro- 
ceeds. Again, one can be sure that the promulgation of such standards 
would have to receive the same care in respect to possible political re- 
percussions as those for public libraries. 
As the state agencies move into these areas, it is essential that they 
have accurate and timely data concerning all libraries and library con- 
ditions for their respective states. Building upon the tradition of the 
extension agencies to provide directories and raw figures concerning 
holdings, staff, and financing of public libraries, the standards go on to 
specify: “The state should gather, compile, interpret, publish, and dis- 
seminate annual statistics on all types of libraries in the state, including 
the state library agency, The state library agency should be a central 
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information source concerning the libraries of the The follow- 
ing standard specifies that “the annual statistics gathered by the indi- 
vidual states should be designed to provide a common core of data 
among the states and for the nation” and that such programs “should be 
coordinated with those of the U S .  Office of Edu~at ion .”~~ 
With responsibility for the various types of libraries scattered among 
numerous state agencies, and with statistical programs concerning 
them at varying stages of development (some, such as statistics for spe- 
cial libraries and those in institutions are often nonexistent), it is not 
surprising that these standards have seemed little more than pipe 
dreams. As has been implied, reliable statistics can contribute much to 
standards development and application as well as to the basic research 
from which new standards grow. The state/federal program envisioned 
by the National Center for Educational Statistics of U.S. Office of Edu- 
cation would undoubtedly have considerable impact upon the profes- 
sion, and might place the evolutionary process in which state libraries 
find themselves in perspective. 
Kenneth Beasley, in his interesting study of the changing role of the 
state libraryz4 cites the probable emergence of a managerial class and 
increased emphasis on research activities. While one may find his point 
of view vaguely disquieting in its connotation of public officials ad- 
dicted to sliderules and flowchart methodology, there is logic in his 
speculations. As the budget crisis worsens under intensified competition 
for public funds, critical evaluation of objectives, output, and impact 
will surely become the order of the day. Standards and measurement of 
things that can be reduced to unitary factors-the cost of answering a 
reference question, circulating a book, of consultant services them- 
selves-will come under increasingly critical scrutiny. Program plan- 
ning and budgeting, management by objectives, and even more sophis- 
ticated evaluative techniques barely on the horizon will undoubtedly 
influence standards, both at the state implementation level, and at the 
national idealistic level, The profession’s preoccupation with structural 
change ( i.e., networks, and local-state-federal relationships as agents 
for improved services) must give way to careful evaluation of the qual- 
ity of service as it actually transpires between the library and the pa- 
tron. In the final analysis, the general public will measure in terms of 
prompt, economical retrieval of pertinent library resources and of accu- 
rate answers to reference questions whether its particular state agency 
and library network is measuring up to its standard. It is toward this 
end, after all, that all library standards must be directed. 
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D A V I D  R .  W A T K I N S  
AT PRESENT,no official statement of general stan- 
dards for university libraries has been made by either the Association 
of Research Libraries or the Association of College and Research Li- 
braries, the two bodies which might be expected to make such a state- 
ment. 
It would appear that a statement is needed. Since early in 1968there 
has existed a joint committee of ARL and ACRL whose charge was to 
study this need, to determine whether or not a statement could be pro- 
duced and, if possible, to produce a document. Great Britain, Ger- 
many, and Canada have already acted in this area. 
Why is there a need for such a statement? The need arises primarily 
from the fact that the planning of the academic programs of American 
universities in many cases has been done with little or no reference to 
the book and journal requirements of the programs created. Programs 
have been initiated and later the discovery has been made that the li- 
brary implications have not been taken into consideration, that no bud- 
get has been supplied, and that no lead-time for assembling the printed 
materials has been allowed, In other words, a price and a time schedule 
for the program has been established without reference to an essential 
element. The expert, the director of the library, has been called in too 
late. Therefore, standards or guidelines for computing the various fac- 
tors in book collection building as related to curricular and research 
programs are needed. 
University libraries are expensive. Even though they have typically 
received well under 5 percent of the total educational and general out- 
lay in the university budget, the total figure has been large and is 
growing larger. They are in competition with other and more popular 
items in the budget, such as faculty salaries. Yet university faculties 
and students, especially graduate students, are seldom satisfied with 
David R. Watkins i s  Director of the Library, Brandeis University Library, Wal-
ham,Massachusetts. 
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book collections and services. Moreover, it is doubtful that a university 
library director can be found who would be able to say that he feels 
that his library has kept up with his institution’s needs for books and 
services. Therefore, standards of financial support are needed. 
The precise nature of library work has been imperfectly understood 
in many instances in university and college libraries. Although there 
has been improvement in the status and salaries which have been ac- 
corded librarians in recent years, this has come about chiefly because 
of a short supply of competent professional personnel. The basically 
academic nature of library work has been overshadowed in the eyes of 
faculty and administrators by the housekeeping aspect of the work 
with the result that librarians have too often been classed with clerical 
personnel. There is a need for an authoritative standard for profes- 
sional personnel. 
There is a problem in the area of library legislation. Professionally 
established norms are required for the e5cient and equitable disburse- 
ment of state and federal funds. In the case of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965,because of the lack of an authoritative statement of stan- 
dards, the U.S. Office of Education found it necessary to assemble a 
committee of librarians to establish standards of collection size for the 
purpose of administering this act, The need continues to exist, and 
hopefully will be more important in the future. 
As state institutions grow, proliferate and make increasing demands 
on tax funds, it is natural that governments look for devices to control 
costs and to achieve economical use of funds. Special units have been 
set up to arrive at budget formulas. There has also been a tendency to 
look toward regional solutions to the problems of higher education. 
Such studies are usually managed by planning specialists who have no 
special competence in library matters. They are in search of standards; 
they take them where they find them and arrive at their own conclu- 
sions, If professionally prepared standards are not available, the uni- 
versities run the risk of having standards made for them by persons 
who lack adequate information for arriving at satisfactory conclusions. 
The more governmental support given the field of higher education 
(and there are voices urging such entry for even private institutions), 
the greater the need for standards. 
Why, then, have general standards for university libraries been SO 
slow in coming? There are serious di5culties in the formulation of 
standards in this area, First, the very word “university” cuts a wide 
swath. On one hand is the state teachers’ college which has added a 
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liberal arts program and now calls itself a university, on the other hand 
is the great institution of many programs and colleges with undoubted 
academic prestige. In between lie hundreds of institutions of varying 
quality and character whose libraries vary accordingly, University li- 
braries of the larger and older institutions worry that standards may 
act to influence their growth adversely and hamper their budgets. 
There is the ever-present danger that a stated minimum standard may 
become a maximum standard, leaving the librarian shivering like a 
shorn lamb in the blasts from academic departments whose book needs 
are not being met by an uncooperative library. It is very difficult to 
determine standards for book collections in the various subject areas. 
Even the experts on the faculty may disagree, and there are few, if any, 
printed guides. The standard text in the field of university library ad- 
ministration states: ‘Yet there is a question whether students or profes- 
sors know what they want if it is not provided. How reasonable are 
their wants and how effective is their use of what is available?”l An-
other difficulty is presented by the element of centralization or decen- 
tralization of libraries on a given campus. A bewildering variety of 
practices is to be found in this respect. 
In the 1970s, special difficulties beset the universities themselves, 
which will make the creation of standards more difficult. The univer- 
sity faces an ‘‘identity crisis”; the period of expansion of programs of 
the 1960s is being followed by a contraction of programs in the 1970s. 
The glare of media publicity has shown universities, faculty, and stu- 
dents in an unflattering light. Funds from all sources come with greater 
d%culty and in smaller amounts. Critics like David Riesman forecast a 
decade of depression for higher education.2 Some see the very nature 
of the university as we know it threatened, with research moving out of 
the university setting. The fact that universities seem destined to play a 
prominent role as a way station in the process of maturation of the 
young, whether academically qualified or not, tends to modify the tra- 
ditional idea of the university. Working in a similar direction is the 
concept of the university as an important agency to provide accultura- 
tion for minority groups, which has been publicly espoused by the De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfarems Surely the new situation 
in which the universities find themselves and the prospect of further 
change will make the problem of formulating general standards for 
their libraries more difficult than it was even three years ago. 
Nevertheless, a precedent exists in the field of college libraries. Ad- 
mittedly, the task of providing standards for college libraries is easier 
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than that of doing the same for university libraries, although it is not 
without its difficulties either. There are great variations among colleges 
and their library needs. In 1959 a formulation of standards for college 
libraries was published by ACRL acting as an official voice of ALAa4 It 
was the product of a committee chaired by Felix E. Hirsch. The docu- 
ment itself, although now in need of some revision, has achieved great 
influence and authority. It is of importance for universities in many 
ways, not the least of which is that most universities have one or more 
colleges within their compass. This statement has had a wide influence 
in elevating almost all aspects of college libraries. It has been used to a 
great degree as a basis for policy in the area of college libraries by re-
gional accrediting agencies. It is chiefly qualitative in character, but 
also includes such quantitative features as minimum collection size 
(“50,OOO carefully chosen volumes”) and a statement to the effect that 
“the program of library service outlined in these standards will nor- 
mally require a minimum of 5percent of the total educational and gen- 
eral b ~ d g e t . ” ~  The subject of standards for college libraries is discussed 
fully in another paper in this issue; and another will cover standards 
for two-year college libraries, for which field a new statement of guide-
lines was adopted in 1971. In both cases of college library standards 
it is noteworthy that organizations relevant to the colleges as a whole, 
for instance, the Association of American Colleges and the Middle 
States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, were associ- 
ated in the planning of the various criteria and the standards received 
their informal support. This indicates a realistic and healthful trend in 
that academic libraries are parts of larger academic wholes, and li- 
braries are the direct concern of both. If the statement of standards is 
to carry authority, it cannot be the work of librarians alone. The aca- 
demic library takes its reason for existence and its character from the 
academic institution of which it is a part. Rodgers and Weber remark 
on this point in respect to university libraries: “As universities vary 
markedly in character so should their libraries, and any deviation in 
the library from the character of the specific university it serves may 
suggest a real inadequacy.”l 
A strong interest in a statement of general standards for university 
libraries is evidenced by the calling of a meeting by the ACRL Com- 
mittee on Standards “to consider the feasibility of establishing stan- 
dards for university libraries.” This meeting took place at the Midwin- 
ter Meeting of ALA in New Orleans in January 1967. Active consider- 
ation of the subject began at that time and still continues. Norman 
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Tanis, chairman of the ACRL Committee on Standards, in his call for 
the meeting stated that any investigation of the matter of university 
standards should be undertaken in close conjunction with members of 
ARL. Twenty persons were invited, representing university libraries, ac- 
creditation organizations, the Council on Library Resources, and the 
Council of Graduate Schools in the United States. This committee con- 
tinued the practice of Hirsch‘s committee in associating relevant aca- 
demic bodies and accrediting associations in its discussions. Unfortu- 
nately, the stenographic firm employed to record the deliberations of 
the meeting lost the transcript, and no other record exists. 
Then at the 1967 annual ALA conference held in San Francisco, an 
ACRL Ad Hoc Committee to Consider Possible University Library 
Standards, chaired by Ellsworth Mason, was appointed. At the same 
ALA meeting in San Francisco an agreement was reached with the 
ACRL Ad Hoc Committee on Relations with ARL that a conference 
would be held at Boston University on the subject of university stan- 
dards. The conference proposal was submitted to the Council on Li- 
brary Resources, which agreed to fund it, and the dates of November 2 
and 3,1967, were set. 
Out of the Boston conference came a recommendation that a joint 
committee of ACRL and ARL be appointed to develop university li- 
brary standards. The conference had concluded “that it is possible and 
desirable to develop university library standards.”6 The conference rec- 
ommended that the committee be responsible: 
a )  to make an analysis of presently available statistical data to 
ascertain which can be used in the development of quantitative 
standards for university libraries; 
b) to develop such standards as may appear feasible from the above 
analysis;
c)  to determine other areas of library performance for which 
standards are desirable and to make recommendations and 
develop proposals for studies to implement these needs. 
This constituted a sweeping charge, and differences of opinion 
among members of the ARL board had to be resolved before its share 
of members of the new committee could be appointed. Nevertheless, 
the ARL-ACRL Joint Committee on University Library Standards was 
appointed early in 1968 with Robert B. Downs as chairman. 
The first product of the committee appeared in 1969 under the ARL 
imprint bearing the title University Library Statistics-the work of 
Downs assisted by John Heussman. The foreword by Downs gives the 
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rationale of the work and also indicates the direction the committee 
had taken, apparently strongly influenced by a body of opinion within 
ARL. In  part this foreword states: 
As a control group, fifty leading university libraries in the United 
States and Canada were selected. The libraries chosen are primarily those 
in institutions belonging to the Association of American Universities (or 
more specifically the Association of Graduate Schools in the AAU), sup- 
plemented by several additional ARL libraries to bring the total number 
to fifty. All fifty libraries cooperated in supplying data which fall into 
seven categories: resources, personnel, finances, space, public service, 
administration, and professional school libraries. These “raw” data are 
presented here, prior to any attempt to develop standards, because it is 
believed that the statistical information in itself is valuable. 
The Joint Committee’s original intention was to adopt a strictly prag- 
matic approach to its assignment, Instead of; attempting to prepare a 
statement of ideal standards, it was agreed that a set of criteria for ex- 
cellence for university libraries, based on the best current practices,
should be developed, These criteria would be drawn from the facts 
presented herewith for the leading American university libraries. Further 
research, it is generally acknowledged, will be required before valid 
standards can be established. 
Neither the Association of Research Libraries nor the Association of 
College and Research Libraries has taken any action on the facts as-
sembled by the Joint Committee, nor has the Committee itself presented 
any recommendations for action by the sponsoring associations. At  the 
present stage, in fact, considerable skepticism exists as to the feasibility, 
or even the desirability, of setting up standards for university libraries. 
Among the reasons are: the “institutional environment” and “mission” of 
individual universities vary greatly; standards applicable to comprehen- 
sive universities may be invalid for specialized institutions; and stated 
minima may come to be regarded as maxima, thereby impeding the 
growth of a given library.7 
The usefulness of this compilation cannot be questioned. Information 
is given in terms of average, range low, first quartile, median, third 
quartile, and range high. Such categories of information as finances, 
relationship of library expenditures to university expenditures for edu- 
cational and general purposes, student per capita expenditures for 
books, resources, personnel, seats, and student per capita circulation, to 
mention only a few, are covered. Special sections deal with law and 
medical school libraries. 
In  the final paragraphs of his foreword Downs points out that, given 
the validity of the selection of libraries as the fifty most distinguished 
in America, valuable conclusions can be drawn about any other univer- 
sity library on such subjects as financial support, resources of various 
OCTOBER, 1972 

DAVID R. WATKINS 
types, personnel, space for books, readers and staff, and aspects of pub-
lic service on the basis of averages, medians, or quartiles. 
In  a report of the joint committee dated June 21, 1969,8 the norms 
which resulted from this study were listed under six headings: finances, 
resources, personnel, space, circulation and public service, and profes- 
sional school libraries. The committee offered this comment on the 
norms: 
An examination of: the foregoing figures would seem to justify calling 
them “criteria for excellence” with two notable exceptions: (1) The 
total library expenditures in relation to total university expenditures for 
general and educational purposes (only 3.5 percent) ; and (2)  the rela- 
tionship of seating to student enrollment (16 percent). Both are very 
substandard in terms of generally recommended levels. The average book 
shelving situation (13.26 volumes per square foot) is also below the 
optimum level. 
One way to approach these three doubtful areas would be to take the 
averages of the top 25 libraries, instead of the entire 50. The results, 
then are as follows: 
Library’s percentage of university expenditure-4.9 

Percentage of seating to student enrollment-26 

Number of volumes per square foot of shelving-118 

The report then comes forth with a proposal: 
Based on the data received from the 50 libraries, with some rounding 
out of figures and reasonable provisions for improvements and growth, 
the following criteria for judging excellence in university libraries are 
proposed: 
Finances 
Total library budget-$3,000,000 

Library’s percentage of university expenditures-5 

Percentage of library expenditures for salaries-60 

Percentage of library expenditures for books-34 

Percentage of library expenditures for general expense4 

Student per capita expenditure~-total-$l50 

Student per capita expenditure~-books-$50 

Resources 
Total number of volumes-2,000,000 

Volumes added annually (net)-100,000 

Volume holdings per student-100 

Current periodicals received-15,000 

Current periodicals per student-1 

Personnel 
Number of professional staff-90 
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Number of nonprofessional staff-160 

Percentage of professional staff-35 

Work hours weekly-professional-38 

Work hours weekly-nonprofessional-38 

Ratio of total staff to enrollment-1 to 80 

Ratio of professional staff to enrollment-1 to 225 

Space
Number of volumes per s uare foot of shelving-10 

Percentage of seating in re Pation to enrollment-25 

Square feet per FTE staff member-135 

Public Service 
Student per capita circulation-general-30 

Student per capita circulation-general and reserve40 

Hours open per week-100 

Professional School Libraries: Law 
Number of volumes-200,000 

Volumes per student-350 

Number of current journals-2,000 

Number of professional librarians-7 

Number of total staff-20 

Annual book expenditures-$75,OOO 

Annual book expenditures per student-$125 

Annual salary expenditures-$105,000 

Salary expenditures per student-$2OO 

Hours open per week-100 

Professional School Libraries: Medicine 
Number of volumes- 150,000 

Volumes per student-175 

Number of current journals-2,000 

Number of professional librarians-7 

Number of total staff-20 

Annual book expenditures-$75,000 

Book expenditures per student-$100 

Annual salary expenditures-$125,000 

SaIary expenditures per student-$150 

Hours open per week-100 

In all instances the criteria should be regarded as minimum, estab- 
lishing levels from which libraries build toward greater distinction.* 
Neither association has formally adopted and published this proposal 
as a statement of standards. In the light of the charge originally enun- 
ciated by the Boston conference it may be said that both associations 
are proceeding with restraint. However, the committee still exists, and 
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ARL is reported to be interested in improving and refining the defini- 
tions of statistics gathered from its members. 
Under the Higher Education Act of 1965, a standard for university 
library collection size was created (presumably in the absence of an 
official ALA or ARL standard) to facilitate the administration of grants 
under that act. A base figure of 500,000 volumes was established which 
covered a university academic program up to and including one doc- 
toral program. With each doctoral program thereafter, an increase of 
50,000 volumes was stipulated. The current instructions for applica- 
tions for Title I1 grants uses the figure 500,000 volumes as a cut-off be- 
low which points may be accumulated toward receiving a grant. The 
exact circumstances of the determination of this original figure are 
somewhat difficult to determine. Apparently the government officer in 
charge acted with the advice of a committee of librarians. It is difficult 
to determine just how widely this standard has been used outside the 
government program for which it was created. It was apparently influ- 
enced by the work discussed in the following paragraph. 
An article by Clapp and Jordan, “Quantitative Criteria for Adequacy 
of Academic Library Collections,”@ is often referred to regarding collec- 
tion size. The formula suggested by this study was created as a basis 
for a survey of state-assisted academic libraries in Ohio, and, according 
to Clapp, was published only as a basis for discussion. The authors con- 
sidered volume requirements for the individual member of the univer- 
sity and for the fields of graduate and undergraduate concentration. 
The formula has been criticized for not allowing for the difference in 
books needs among particular subject areas under the assumption that 
the whole spectrum of knowledge is involved in the university curricu- 
lum with a consequent automatic adjustment relieving any resulting 
imbalance. In general the standards produced by this formula are 
“high but not unreasonably so,” as Downs has stated. Subject associa- 
tions or societies have in some instances addressed themselves to the 
matter of library resources in their particular fields; an example is the 
American Historical Association. Allan Cartter of New York University 
considered the matter from a general point of view for graduate educa- 
tion in An Assessment of Quality in Graduate Education.lo 
The area of personnel standards in university libraries has been 
given, surprisingly enough, little attention and study since the publica- 
tion by A M  of the landmark document Classification and Pay Plans for 
Institutions of Higher Education.ll Yet personnel costs constitute well 
over 50 percent of the typical university library budget. The ACRL 
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Committee on Academic Status submitted a proposal entitled “Stan- 
dards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians” to the 
annual meeting of the association in Dallas in 1971.This proposal calls 
for faculty status for librarians. Although it is a controversial document 
in some respects and seeks to impose a rigid system in respect to status 
and organization for the academic library staff, it was adopted as a 
working document, which is to become the basis for discussions to be 
held with the American Association of University Professors, the Asso- 
ciation of American Colleges, and “other professional and educational 
organizations.”12 
A considerable list of aspects of university library operations could 
be made, many of which have already been the subject of study and 
action. Foremost among these would be cataloging, where the joint ac- 
tivities of the Resources and Technical Services Division of ALA and 
the Library of Congress Processing Department and associated organi- 
zations have produced such documents as the Anglo-American Catalog- 
ing RuZes.13 So much work has been done and so much written com- 
ment has been produced about what might be called cataloging stan- 
dards that a mere mention of it must suffice here. The interpretive 
functions of academic libraries which fall under the heading “refer- 
ence” because of their very nature have eluded measurement up to this 
point, although the need has been pointed out on numerous occasions. 
The present and past activities of various bodies in gathering and 
defining terms in the field of statistics14 provide the essential underpin- 
ning for the consideration of standards. The national governmental ef- 
fort under what is now known as the US. Department of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare, National Center for Educational Statistics, has 
over the years provided figures which have been invaluable to univer- 
sity library administrators. 
With the rapid growth of state institutions of higher education, state 
governments have been experimenting with new systems of control 
which have great importance for university libraries. Whether the ru- 
bric be performance budgeting or program budgeting, the need for 
professionally established standards is great in providing adequately 
for the university library’s operations. The necessity to adapt to this 
new approach to budgeting has been confined for the most part to state 
institutions (Washington and California, for instance), but private uni- 
versity libraries may well anticipate the possible introduction of such 
concepts to their areas, particularly in light of the tendencies of the 
lines between the private and public sectors to blur (e.g., the Univer- 
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sity of Buffalo and Temple University), A further development, the re- 
gional approach to such studies, is exemplified by the efforts of the 
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education.15 The State Uni- 
versity of New York is also engaged in writing standards for its many 
member institutions. 
The six regional accrediting associations of the United States in their 
statements of policy for accreditation all make certain stipulations 
about the library. The Middle States AssociationlB provides for its 
teams of evaluators a succinct general statement of a sound philosophy 
followed by a list of twenty-seven questions covering such subjects as 
the adequacy of the periodical list, the provision for faculty research, 
communication between librarians and faculty, and departmental li- 
braries. This document, however, would be more useful in the evalua- 
tion of college and small university libraries. The New England Associ- 
ation’‘ confines itself to a short statement in general terms stressing col- 
lection, degree of use, adequate staffing, and cooperation between fac- 
ulty and staff in developing the collection, It would be of little help in 
establishing standards. The North Central Association stresses the point 
that all academic programs should be adequately supported with books 
and that the collection should keep up with the expanding curriculum. 
Significantly, North Central states under the heading “librarian-faculty 
relationships” that librarians should hold faculty status. Under “expen- 
ditures” North Central declares that “A significant figure is the percent- 
age of the institution’s educational and general expenditures that has 
gone to the library over a period of years” and again stresses that “new 
programs or new curricula should have been reflected in library expen- 
diture~.”~*The Northwest Association declares that “the library should 
be administered as a part of the academic program . . , and that the 
book and periodical stock should, by quality, size and nature, support 
and stimulate the entire educational program.” Also, “substantially 
stronger holdings should be required for graduate and research pro- 
grams.”lg 
The Southern Association also stipulates that the library should be 
administered as a part of the academic program and then makes a dis- 
appointing reference to the US,  Office of Education statistics: “In us- 
ing this reference, institutional authorities should consider it a serious 
danger signal if the library regularly falls in the lowest quarter of any 
of the categories analyzed.” In respect to professional staff it recom- 
mends that recognition should be granted according to their qualifica- 
tions, experience, and duties and that “this recognition may consist of 
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faculty rank and status, where appropriate, including comparable sal- 
aries and privileges.n20 The Western Associationz1 follows the practice 
of North Central with the exception that it does not specify faculty sta- 
tus for librarians. 
These criteria show in many instances the influence of the 1959 
“Standards for College Librarie~.”~ There are many points of strength 
to be found in them, but their weaknesses prompt speculation as to 
what they might have been if there had been authoritative statements 
of university library standards available. 
Standards for university libraries have been produced by Great Brit- 
ain, Germany and Canada. Other papers in this issue will treat the 
British and Canadian statements. The Canadian document has special 
interest for the university libraries of the United States because of the 
relatively close ties which have developed between the libraries of the 
two countries as expressed in the official relationship between the 
American Library Association and the Canadian Library Association. 
The Canadian document is a thorough, detailed, and useful one which 
would serve as an important reference source for any statement which 
might be developed in the United States. Differences in general in the 
development of university libraries in the two nations would dictate 
significant variations in their standards, but the Canadian approach is 
an impressive one. 
This brief survey of what might be called “the problem of standards 
for university libraries” has omitted many essays concerning standards 
for particular operations and aspects of libraries. Most, if not all, of 
these will have relevance when, and if, a statement of general stan- 
dards is constructed. It would seem that the various forces at work in 
these troubled times must converge to give renewed impetus to a proj- 
ect to construct such standards. It would also seem that the very real 
differences among universities in size, in scope, in relative age and de- 
velopment, and in character would suggest a fruitful way to proceed 
would be a separation of institutions into nearly homogeneous groups. 
All university libraries have always proceeded to compare themselves 
with libraries which they consider their peers or models, whatever their 
purposes of comparison may have been at the moment. Why cannot 
this be formalized and given the authority of the national associations 
of university libraries? Certainly the great university libraries must be 
protected where such standards might jeopardize their position before 
the authorities of their universities. The maintenance of the welfare, 
the progress, and the very existence of these great libraries is in the 
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vital interest of all other university libraries. The palpable threat of 
obsolescence of standards when too closely tied to the times can be met 
by the requirement of frequent revision and a set time limit to the va- 
lidity of any statement which might emerge. 
A period of intensified cooperation among universities and university 
libraries lies ahead. Libraries have learned to cooperate over the years 
and face the prospect of an increase in the pace and scope of coopera- 
tion with a useful awareness of its possibilities and limits. The matter 
of standards is involved. 
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H E L E N  M .  BROWN 
THE.COLLEGE LIBRARIAN who must discharge his 
professional responsibilities within the framework of an academic in- 
stitution is dependent upon the level of support he receives from the 
college administration for the implementation of the library programs 
he plans. The availability of clear and authoritative standards setting 
forth the specac limits of acceptable library practice and support may 
mean the difference to the librarian between professional fulfillment 
and frustration. It is not surprising that for more than forty years col- 
lege librarians have shown a lively interest in the search for viable 
college library standards. In the late 1920s library practitioners in 
many small colleges desperately needed a clear goal of excellence to- 
ward which their institutions could strive and a statement of that goal 
and the means to achieve it in quantitative terms which they could 
use with their administrations. Until 1929 the statement of what a 
college library should ideally be, both in qualitative and quantitative 
terms, had to be sought in the writings of leading academic librarians. 
The framing and implementation of college library standards has 
been the concern not only of the professional associations, the Ameri- 
can Library Association and its division, the Association of College and 
Research Libraries, but also of funding bodies, accrediting associations 
and state education departments, This article provides an historical 
background for the present ALA “Standards for College Libraries” 
which were adopted in 1959. It  identifies specific needs for revision of 
the standards in light of current trends in academic librarianship and 
library technology. It discusses more recent activity in standards devel- 
opment and finally suggests a direction that might be taken in the con- 
tinuing effort to achieve a viable statement. 
Since it is characteristic of mature professions to set the qualifica- 
tions for entrance, it is not surprising that the self-conscious young pro- 
fession of librarianship should have produced in 1927 and 1928 a series 
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of position classifications with examples of typical tasks and qualifica- 
tions. In 1927 the report of the ALA Committee on Classification of Li- 
brary Personnel, entitled Proposed Classifications and Compensation 
Plans for Library Positions, was published by the Bureau of Public Ad- 
ministration, Washington, D.C. The following year a subcommittee of 
university and college librarians under the chairmanship of Charles H. 
Brown brought in a report intended to replace the original schedule 
applying to college and university library positions. The subcommittee 
report was accepted by the parent committee and in 1929 the ALA 
council unanimously adopted the whole report as amended.l 
The rationale for the specifications set forth in the report sounds fa- 
miliar to the librarian of the 1970s. The introductory pages note that 
during the past twenty-five years college libraries have grown greatly 
in importance owing to the increase in printed resources, changed 
methods of instruction and the rapid development of research. Since 
library organization had not kept pace with these other changes, the 
most urgent need of academic libraries at that period was for the 
greater use of qualified professional personnel. The document defines 
eight classes of academic libraries based upon their total expenditures 
and for each class presents a typical budget with a schedule of profes- 
sional positions with qualifications and salaries, a figure for student and 
clerical help and an amount for books, periodicals and binding. There 
was no squeamishness here regarding the use of quantitative standards. 
The method used in compiling the specifications was to obtain a sub- 
jective rating of approximately 100 college and university libraries 
from a group of experts. I t  was found that libraries whose services were 
considered above average had in almost every case income equal to or 
in excess of $25 per student and the library income was also over 4per-
cent of the total income of the institution. The committee therefore 
adopted the double standard as a condition of good college library ser- 
vice. 
The objective of the classification was not only to guide college and 
university administrators but also to give those who wished to enter the 
academic library field a statement of qualifications necessary for the 
higher positions. Each job description carried the appropriate faculty 
rank and in general the qualifications were intended to be the equiva- 
lents of the qualifications for the corresponding grades on the teaching 
faculty. 
The College and Reference Section Yearbook for 1930, published by 
the College and Reference Section of the ALA presented a summary of 
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“Suggestions for Minimum College Library Standards.”2 These widely 
ranging standards were offered by accrediting associations and by a 
number of individuals with acknowledged expertise in academic li-
braries. They covered library income, book stock, annual appropria- 
tions for books and other factors, The figures were in most cases related 
to the number of students, the number of faculty or the total income of 
the institution. There was some consensus that the standards should be 
developmental in nature and should rise to higher levels as the prosper- 
ity and/or size of the institution increased. 
In the fall of 1928 the Carnegie Corporation established an Advisory 
Group on College Libraries, whose function it was to recommend 
grants-in-aid to the libraries. Since the group discovered there were no 
accepted standards for college libraries it prepared a set of its own. 
These standards were published by the corporation in a pamphlet de- 
scribing the work of the group, William Warner Bishop, in Carnegie 
Corporation and College Libraries, 1929-1938,3reprints the standards 
and regrets that they did not receive greater publicity in the educa- 
tional world. The standards, allowing for their brevity, are excellent. 
Although they contain only one quantitative measure, recommending 
seats for at least one-fourth of the student body, they are explicit 
enough to serve as a helpful guide to administrators and librarians. The 
twenty-one standards cover buildings, staff, book collections, classifica- 
tion and cataloging, and training in the use of the library. Throughout 
they demonstrate the result of many years‘ close association with col- 
lege libraries. According to the “Suggestions for Minimum College Li- 
brary Standards,” the lowest minima were those suggested by the ac- 
crediting associations-the Association of American Universities, the As-
sociation of Colleges and Secondary Schools of the Middle States and 
Maryland, the Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools of the 
Southern States and the North Central Association of Colleges and Sec- 
ondary Schools, Each of these associations used the minimum of 8,000 
volumes. 
Before 1934 the North Central Association merely required a college 
library to be professionally administered, with a minimum collection of 
8,000 volumes and an expenditure of at least $5 per student. In 1934, 
following a study made for its Committee on the Revision of Standards 
of the Commission on Higher institution^,^ the association adopted 
new criteria. The basic assumptions of the study were: (1)an effective 
college must have a good library and (2) the functions of the college 
College Libraries 
library should be defined entirely by the educational program of the 
institution. 
The analysis resulted in the identification of six measures for the ed- 
ucational value of the college library: ( 1 )  the number of general refer- 
ence books held by the library that were contained on a checklist of 
selected titles; (2 )  the number of periodicals currently subscribed to 
from a checklist of periodicals preferred by college libraries; ( 3 )  the 
average annual expenditure for books and periodicals during the pre- 
ceding five years; (4) the annual expenditure for library salaries, 
weighted for the size of the enrollment; (5) the average annual num- 
ber of free loans per student; and ( 6 )  the average annual number of 
loans to faculty members. 
The list used in applying the first measure was the Shaw List of 
Books for College Libraries, published in 1931, from which a checking 
sample of reference titles was drawn. To support the second measure 
Eugene Hilton compiled a list of periodicals for the North Central As-
sociation based on the votes of teaching faculty as to the relative im- 
portance of various journals for their work. The third and fourth mea- 
sures on the financial support of the library made it possible to describe 
any institution in terms of its relative standing among comparable col- 
leges. Aaron Brumbaugh, then secretary of the North Central Associa- 
tion, stated in 1940 that the greater emphasis on the quality of an insti- 
tution’s program in terms of its purposes had called for types of ap- 
praisal that would be more flexible than the old criteria.s More data of 
a quantitative nature were actually requested than previously, but 
these data were to be interpreted in relation to various intangible and 
nonstatistical factors. 
In February 1943 the ALA Council adopted a new set of classifica- 
tion and pay plans for college libraries as prepared by the Subcommit- 
tee on Budgets, Compensation and Schemes of Services for Libraries 
Connected with Universities, Colleges and Teacher Training Institu- 
tions of the ALA Salaries, Staff, and Tenure Board. The membership of 
the subcommittee was identical with that of an ACRL Committee on 
Budgets, Compensation and Schemes of Service. The volume of the 
classikation and pay plans covering degree-conferring four-year insti- 
tutions presents a much more extensive and sophisticated plan than its 
forerunner of 192ga6 
The publication includes only those standards which affect the li- 
brary personnel, that is, those which were needed to determine the 
size, organization, qualifications and compensation of the staff. It was 
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proposed in 1940 to include other material to make the project more 
useful for the self-evaluation of a library: items about the building, 
qualitative appraisal of book stock and special service factors. The 
plans to enlarge the scope of the program were dropped because of the 
entrance of the country into World War 11. Therefore, in addition to 
standards of staff organization, qualifications and salaries, the only 
other personnel standards the document includes are for hours of work, 
vacations, leaves, pensions and annual salary budget. Also included are 
standards for size of book collection, annual book budget and hours of 
use. It is emphasized that these are in all cases minimum standards and 
that the document is to be used for self-evaluation of libraries and not 
for purposes of accrediting. 
The subcommittee based its work on the study of classification and 
pay plans which related to libraries and upon job analyses undertaken 
by approximately thirty-nine cooperating libraries. Constant reliance 
was placed upon the advice of librarians and educators in preparation 
of the plans. They are based, as were the plans of 1929, on the library’s 
service load. However, the 1943 plans make use of a weighted service 
unit formula counting each underclass student as one unit, each upper- 
class student as two units, each honors student as three units, each 
graduate student as four units, and each faculty member as five units. 
Nine grades of professional service have been set up for college li- 
braries, Educational qualifications, including both professional training 
and library experience, provide a series of equivalents. The minimum 
requirement of grade 1 of the professional service is graduation from 
an accredited college or university, including one year of training in a 
library school accredited by ALA, or equivalent qualifications. Since 
all professional staff members contribute to the educational program of 
the institution, they are considered to be of an academic rank corre- 
sponding to the teaching faculty. 
The minimum book collection should be fifty books for each unit of 
the first 800 units of the library’s service load; twenty-five books for 
each of the next 700 units; fifteen books for each of the next 1,500 units, 
five books for each unit thereafter. In no case should a college library 
have fewer than 40,000 volumes. 
Minimum standards for the annual salary budget and the annual 
book budget are both defined in terms of the average annual expendi- 
tures for the preceding five years and are based on the library’s service 
load, As the salary schedules suggested, these standards are of histori- 
cal interest only. It is the use of definite dollar amounts that gives such 
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an old-fashioned air to the entire document. A second edition of the 
Classification and Pay Plans published in 1947' revised the annual sal- 
ary budget and book budget standards upwards and also set new salary 
schedules. 
At the time of the ALA Annual Conference in 1957, the board of di- 
rectors of ACRL instructed its Committee on Standards under the 
chairmanship of Felix E. Hirsch to prepare a new standards document 
for college libraries. The committee proceeded in such a way as to se- 
cure membership participation and consequently a high degree of 
membership acceptance. The committee consulted with many leading 
academic librarians, with the executive secretaries of the regional ac- 
crediting associations and with a group of college presidents. In Janu- 
ary 1959 the ACRL board of directors approved the document compris- 
ing the new standards.* 
The standards were regarded by the formulating committee as a 
guide for the 1960s. The world of the academic library was changing so 
fast that in 1958 the committee assumed that substantial revision of the 
document would be necessary in another decade. 
The document is the first comprehensive guide for the evaluation of 
college libraries, embodying in less than six pages the compelling fac- 
tors in good college library administration. The underlying principles 
are presented with such clarity as to give confidence to the librarian 
engaged in a self-evaluation of his library and understanding to the 
college administration and faculty. 
Because the standards were to be of practical value in raising the 
quality of college libraries, quantitative measures of adequacy are in- 
cluded. College librarianship has an objective data base in the statistics 
regularly collected by the U.S. Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare. Pooled professional judgment working with these data has 
produced reasonable standards for the two most significant factors, the 
annual amount spent for the library expressed as a percentage of ex- 
penditures for all educational and general purposes, and the number of 
volumes in the collection. 
The justification for the inclusion of these measures in the ALA Stan- 
dards for College Libraries lies in the use made of them. The Higher 
Education Act of 1965, Title IIA, marked the beginning of a great na- 
tional effort to upgrade the collections of college libraries. Had the 
quantitative ALA standards not been available to define the dimensions 
of deficiency, American college librarianship would have been shame- 
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fully unprepared to assume its role in the general educational en- 
deavor. 
The overview of the provisions of the 19559document which follows 
is intended to place them in the continuity of professional thinking 
from the late 1920s to the present and to discover where the standards 
now need revision. The document covers functions, structure and gov- 
ernment, budget, staff, collections, building, the evaluation of library 
service and interlibrary cooperation. 
The section on the functions of the college library goes beyond the 
traditional support to the college program and stresses that the library 
has a humane purpose of its own, to present the heritage of Western 
and Eastern thought. In its further prescription that the library should 
endeavor to meet the legitimate demands of all its patrons, should stim- 
ulate the use of its resources, and should play a role in the community 
and in the world of scholarship beyond the campus, the document 
presages the independent functions claimed for today’s information 
centers. This essentially modern section ends with the compelling state- 
ment that the standards presented in the document must always be in- 
terpreted in the light of the objectives and needs of the individual insti- 
tution. 
The “structure and government” portion of the document calls for 
the responsibility of the librarian directly to the president and for his 
or her membership on the curriculum committee. It recommends an 
advisory faculty library committee and a student library committee for 
the purpose of better liaison with the student body. The internal orga- 
nization of the library is viewed strictly as a hierarchal structure in 
which the lines of authority should be clear and the channels of com- 
munication well defined and generally understood. The librarian re- 
sponsible for the administration of the library should seek the advice of 
his or her staff on important matters of policy and procedure. 
This section will need revision especially in light of the trend within 
higher education and academic librarianship toward democratization 
of the policymaking function. This trend has affected students, teach- 
ing faculty and library staffs alike. Moreover, while the academic de- 
partment as a pattern for college library organization may not have 
gained enough acceptance to become a realistic standard, it should be 
recognized as an acceptable alternative. With the increasing complex- 
ity of college administration, many librarians woud approve responsi- 
bility of the librarian either to the college president or to the head of 
the academic program. 
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The budget section sets the normal minimum of 5 percent of the to- 
tal educational and general budget for the support of the kind of library 
program outlined in the standards. For the better understanding of col- 
lege administrators, the factors which iduence the budgetary needs of 
the library are concisely stated. A modern revision of the standards 
should include as additions to the list of factors, the research activities 
of the institution and its faculty and the adequacy and accessibility of 
other library collections available to the college under some interli- 
brary agreement. 
Standards for staff include the minimum number of professional li- 
brarians required for effective service, the use of supporting personnel, 
the qualifications and status of the professional staff and their place in 
the instructional program of the institution, A minimum of three pro- 
fessional librarians, the chief librarian and the staff members responsi- 
ble for readers services and technical processes is called for. An ade- 
quate nonprofessional staff is required, The ratio of professional to non- 
professional staff is not expressed quantitatively, but is sensibly sug- 
gested by the dictum that professional staff members should not spend 
their time in work of an essentially clerical nature. In recent years the 
shortage of professional personnel and the rapid development of cen- 
tralized cataloging have led many libraries, as staff vacancies have oc- 
curred, to the use of supporting personnel in technical services posi- 
tions formerly filled by professionals. New classes of paraprofessional 
positions in other library areas have been defined. Some recognition of 
these forces should be made in a revision of the standards. 
The document calls for full faculty status for the professional librari- 
ans, including the same salary schedule as for the teaching members of 
the faculty, tenure, sick leave, liberal vacations, an adequate retirement 
plan and sabbaticals. Librarians have a corresponding obligation to do 
graduate work in such areas as would contribute to their effectiveness. 
In 1959 this statement on faculty status was in the nature of a goal, 
rather than a standard. However, in the intervening years, the drive for 
academic recognition of librarians has been proceeding steadily and 
has been widely achieved in at least some measure. Dramatic focus was 
given to the movement by the fight for faculty status of the librarians 
in California state institutions of higher education, a struggle in which 
they sought the support of the ALA. This event led the ACRL to the 
conclusion that there was need for a new, separate statement of college 
and university librarians’ status which would have a fresh impact on 
the academic community. 
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At the Dallas Conference of the ALA in 1971, an ACRL membership 
meeting received a proposal of its Academic Status Committee “Stan- 
dards for Faculty Status for College and University librarian^."^ This 
document goes far beyond the 1959 standards statement reflecting both 
the increasing professionalization of librarianship and insistence on the 
academic nature of librarians’ work. One provision calls for self-deter- 
mination in the conduct of professional responsibilities and another 
calls for the adoption by libraries of an academic form of governance. 
The members present at the meeting failed to agree on only one part of 
the proposal, the education standard. This controversial statement 
sets two master’s degrees, one in librarianship and one in a relevant 
subject field, as the minimum requirement for tenure for all librarians 
appointed after its adoption. After lengthy discussion, a motion was 
passed to accept the document omitting the education standard alto- 
gether, as a temporary measure until further discussion could be held 
with the American Association of University Professors, the Association 
of American Colleges and other professional and educational organiza- 
tions. Since setting educational requirements is the normal business of 
a professional association, the failure to pass an education standard is 
both disheartening and embarrassing. 
The well-expressed section in the 1959 standards on the principles of 
building the books and periodicals collection is supplemented by bibli- 
ographical footnotes listing titles against which the library holdings may 
be checked as a reliable measure of their quality. The titles have now 
been superseded and should be replaced by similar, up-to-date mate- 
rial. Since the standards were compiled before the advent of Choice 
and library profile-based, commercial blanket order plans, a caution 
should perhaps be added that the librarian and members of the faculty 
not relinquish too far their book selection responsibility. 
The document notes five major factors determining the size of the 
library collections: ( 1 )  the extent and nature of the curriculum; ( 2 )  
the number and character of graduate programs; (3)  the methods of 
instruction; (4)the size of the undergraduate and graduate student 
body; and (5) the need of the faculty for more advanced materials 
which cannot be met conveniently by the use of research libraries in 
the area, Quantitative standards are suggested based on an analysis of 
small college library statistics, providing yet another instance of the 
judgment of academic library experts working from objective data. The 
minimum standard calls for no fewer than 50,000 carefully chosen vol- 
umes, with a steady rate of growth. The rate of growth may slow down 
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when the number of volumes reaches approximately 300,000. The doc- 
ument suggests as a convenient guide: up to 600 students, 50,000 vol-
umes; for every additional 200 students, 10,000 volumes. These minimal 
figures have been the basis for the award of grants under the Higher 
Education Act, Title IIA. 
Verner Clapp and Robert Jordan of the Council on Library Re- 
sources, writing in College G Research Libraries in September 1965,IO 
challenged the quantitative figures for library collections in the “Stan- 
dards for College Libraries” as merely reflecting the accidentals of col- 
lege library statistics. They presented a new formula which they had 
developed for their own use, taking into separate account the principal 
factors which affect the requirements for books in connection with aca- 
demic programs. Clapp and Jordan’s method was to count titles on var- 
ious basic general academic and subject lists and use the count to con- 
struct their formula for estimating the size for minimal adequacy of 
the collections of senior college and university libraries. A certain num- 
ber of volumes was to be added to a basic undergraduate collection of 
50,750 volumes for each faculty member, each student, each under- 
graduate in an honors or independent study program, each field of un-
dergraduate concentration, each field of graduate concentration (mas- 
ter’s work), and for universities, each field of graduate concentration 
(doctoral work). The authors’ method of breaking their estimate 
down into component parts gives an air of conviction to the whole. 
More important, their count of volumes in the basic bibliographies 
demonstrates that a college library cannot support the educational pro- 
gram without a sufficient number of volumes. 
A final paragraph in the ALA standards section on book and periodi- 
cal collections concerns the organization of the library’s collections for 
use. In view of the National Program for Acquisitions and Cataloging 
made possible by the Higher Education Act of 1965 and of Cataloging 
in Print, college librarians should be enjoined to make full use of the 
centralized cataloging service of the Library of Congress rather than to 
spend funds in the perpetuation of local differences of whatever seem- 
ing excellence. 
The section on “audiovisual materials” needs strengthening in light 
of the trend toward college libraries as complete information resources 
centers. Reference might be made to the forward-looking statement in 
the Regents of the University of the State of New York planning bulle- 
tin Education beyond High Schoolll regarding the role of the library 
among delivery systems for the teachingllearning process. The ACRL 
OCTOBER, 1972 
 b131 
HELEN M .  BROWN 
Audiovisual Committee has prepared ;1. draft of “Guidelines for the Or- 
ganization and Administration of Audiovisual Materials” which was to 
be available in preliminary form by the ALA Midwinter meeting in 
January 197ga1*The work of the committee under the chairmanship of 
Herman Totten will presumably furnish important relevant materia1 
for the college library standards. 
Building standards should now call for provision of programmed in-
struction and for possible installation of computer terminals. It has 
been suggested to library building planners that use of the various mi- 
croforms, which require space for readers and reading machines as 
well as for storage, results not so much in a saving of space as in a 
Merent  use of space. The revised standards should emphasize the 
need for flexibility in library buildings. 
The standard of providing seats for at least one-third of the student 
body seems inadequate today. The document itself suggests that the 
changing concept of the role of the library in the academic community 
may require an upward revision, Another operative factor should be 
noted: in-house service should be given by the college library to per- 
sons living in the geographic community. 
The standards lay proper emphasis on the evaluation of library ser- 
vice and on the dif6culty inherent in such an evaluation. Of the various 
ways suggested to measure the success of library activities, one can 
question the theory that improvement in library service to students can 
be measured by an upward trend over a considerable period of time in 
the per capita figures of books on regular loan to students. Both the 
extensive use of paperback books which students buy in preference to 
borrowing library books and the trend toward longer periods of loan 
have reduced the reliability of this measure. 
The final section on interlibrary cooperation provides a surprisingly 
fresh-sounding statement regarding the planned pooling of resources 
and cooperation among libraries for reference service, the latter antici- 
pating the development of library networks. However, the standards 
antedated the acquisitions and cataloging consortia which have often 
sprung to the lure of government subsidy and these developments 
should be noted. The librarian’s responsibility for determining which 
materials must be in the college’s own library and which may be used 
on a shared basis should continue to be emphasized as in the 1959stan-
dards. 
No apology is offered for this pragmatic treatment of college library 
standards. The ALA “Standards for College Libraries” were meant 
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above all to be useful to the librarian, to the college administration, to 
the budget-approving authority. In its combination of qualitative and 
quantitative measures the document provides the necessary base upon 
which the effect of existing variables in individual institutions may be 
calculated. 
The revision required is the result of a normal aging process acceler- 
ated by the rapidity of change within the academic and library worlds 
during the last decade. However these revisions are made and whether 
or not the present document remains distinguishable within the new 
standards, it is hoped that the clarity, dignity and conciseness of ex- 
pression which characterize the 1959 standards will be maintained. 
In 1968 the ACRL Committee on Standards and Accreditation began 
work on a revision of the ALA “Standards for College Libraries” 
through an ad hoc committee under the chairmanship of Stanley Mc- 
Elderry. By November 1970 the ad hoc committee had prepared an en- 
tirely new statement which was approved by the parent committee for 
distribution in January 1971. In the following months, Norman Tanis, 
chairman of the ACRL committee, solicited reactions to the document 
from accrediting associations, educational associations, leaders in college 
and university librarianship and divisions of ALA. In June the docu- 
ment, “Guidelines for College Libraries,”13 was presented to a meeting 
of the College Section of ACRL. The members present withheld their 
approval chiefly on the basis of the absence of quantitative standards 
from the document. The guidelines therefore have no force at the pres- 
ent time, but they are important in that they express the view of re- 
sponsible members of the profession. 
The ad hoc committee rejected the term standards in favor of guide- 
lines, since standards imply a rigid list of prescriptions and the commit- 
tee wished to recognize the range of educational and institutional vari- 
ables affecting library services. The guidelines reflect prevailing or ac- 
cepted practices in typical college libraries. They are so tentatively 
stated, however, with an excessive use of the phrase “tends to,” that the 
resulting first impression is one of timidity and vagueness. The dis- 
avowal of any quantitative data base must lead a nonlibrarian to the 
conclusion that none in fact exists. 
The strong points of the document are its stress on the potential of 
the library as an educational instrument and its discerning analyses of 
the factors affecting the college library. However, as a substitute for 
the ALA “Standards for College Libraries” the guidelines are inade- 
quate. The document, for example, calls for definition by the college 
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administration of the duties of the college librarian and of the responsi- 
bility for the acquisition and development of library resources, but 
does not state how these duties or responsibilities should be defined. 
The guidelines concede that statistical norms and standards may assist 
the preparation of budget estimates and state that formulae provide a 
gross approximation of needs, but fail to point to any clear standard. 
Yet these definitions and standards for college library support are 
within the purview of the professional library association which should 
speak out unequivocally. 
The author is indebted to Norman Tanis for sharing with her copies 
of the letters he had received in answer to his request for comments on 
the working draft, the file of which constitutes sampling of informed 
professional opinion. The weight of opinion seems to be that the guide- 
lines allow so much latitude to the individual institution that they are 
ineffective in establishing a common goal for college libraries or for in- 
fluencing a cost-conscious college administration. 
The quantitatively detailed 1929 Budgets, Classification and Com-
pensation Plans for University and College Libraries was born of 
urgency. By 1968the centrality of the college library in the educational 
process was well established and the ad hoc committee was understand- 
ably tempted to frame a philosophically oriented document. Now, in 
1972, the national economic crisis creates an emergency situation for 
colleges and their libraries in which authoritative minimal standards of 
library practice and support are again indispensable. 
The efforts of the professional library association to establish a com- 
mon goal of excellence for college libraries have received reinforce- 
ment from the standards promulgated by regional accrediting agencies 
and state departments of education. While the library standards of the 
various accrediting associations vary as to inclusiveness, they are all di- 
rected toward evaluating the library as an educational instrument for 
the individual institution. With quality of education the ultimate goal, 
there can be no incompatibility with the ALA standards. 
The state education department standards, on the other hand, have 
been designed to give very practical guidance to the librarians and col- 
lege administrators within their jurisdiction. They therefore tend to 
provide even more quantitative measures for minimal performance 
than do the ALA standards. The California State Colleges have, for ex- 
ample, worked out a minimum volume formula14 which takes into ac- 
count a basic collection, the number of FTE students, the number of 
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subject fields of graduate study and the distance of the college from the 
nearest public institution of higher education. 
There is nothing prejudicial to college librarianship in this parallel 
development of standards, providing only that the professional associa- 
tion maintains its position of leadership and speaks with a clear voice. 
The ALA “Standards for College Libraries” have had widespread pres- 
tige and influence. Although the ACRL ad hoc committee has sustained 
an obvious disappointment and has undergone a partial change in 
membership, it is now equipped with a substantial background of ex- 
perience, a considerable body of informed professional opinion and a 
mandate to proceed with a revision of the college library standards as 
rapidly as circumstances allow. 
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Two-Year College Library Standards 
J A M E S  0. W A L L A C E  
THETWO-YEAR COLLEGE is a distinctively Amer- 
ican contribution to higher education. At present more than fifty years 
after the organization of the American Association of Junior Colleges 
in 1920, the role of these colleges in American higher education con- 
tinues to be redefined as they seek to meet new demands placed upon 
them. In such dynamic institutions the difficulties inherent in providing 
for learning resources adequately, as the basic institutional objec- 
tives change requires that standards be reviewed, even rewritten, 
more frequently than for other types of academic institutions. The 
two-year colleges are also unique in that the latest document was de- 
veloped and endorsed cooperatively by three national associations. 
This latest achievement indicates the most recent trend in two-year 
college standards. 
The curriculum in the first junior colleges to be established was lim- 
ited usually to the provision of courses parallel and directly compara- 
ble to those offered in senior colleges and universities in the freshman 
and sophomore years. No real difference in this regard can be found 
between those junior colleges which developed as upward extensions of 
a high school and those which from the beginning were organized as 
lower division colleges. Both types of junior colleges had their advo- 
cates during the earlier years; this codict  in the question of identifica- 
tion with secondary or with higher education had an effect on library 
development. 
The upward extension of the high school to include the first two 
years of college most frequently occurred in public high schools where 
other public institutions of higher education were not easily accessible. 
Such junior colleges were identified administratively with the high 
school. The public school codes of the various states governed the orga- 
nization, finances, and operations of these junior colleges. Since the 
same instructors were frequently utilized in both high school and junior 
James 0.Wallace is Librarian, San Antonio College, San Antonio, Texas. 
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college, they tended to instruct both groups of students using the same 
teaching methods and procedures, emphasizing textbook study. Li-
brary services and facilities were shared, usually administered by a sin- 
gle librarian without clerical assistance. Library regulations were based 
on the needs of the much larger group of high school students, to the 
detriment of the more mature junior college students. William Warner 
Bishop expressed the result: “It is not too much to say that at present 
the junior college libraries as a group fall far short of efficiency, either 
in service or in books. This deficiency is one of the most serious counts 
against the junior college as it now exists.”l As long as the junior col- 
lege was a part of secondary education, this 1929 indictment remained 
substantially correct. The early concern for quantitative standards was 
an attempt to remedy the situation. 
The establishment of independent junior colleges governed by their 
own boards of trustees provided the historical justification for the term 
“junior college” to identify such two-year institutions. Initially most of 
these were privately-controlled, financed independently or by a reli- 
gious denomination. Such institutions often occupied a separate cam- 
pus with dormitory facilities. The faculty in such institutions had no 
difficulty in identifying themselves with other segments of higher edu- 
cation and in demanding corresponding resources. In the classroom 
they stressed lecture and outside reading assignments instead of de-
pending upon textbook study. More extensive resources were needed to 
meet the needs of their resident students, frequently isolated from 
other libraries. Although the pattern of the two-year college housed on 
its own campus and controlled by its own board provided the example 
which became dominant among public two-year colleges after 1950, it 
was the leadership and example of the private colleges which led to 
the establishment of the earlier two-year college standards. 
During the last decade the public community college has emerged as 
the typical two-year institution. While these are still known as junior 
colleges for historical reasons, they are actually a different type of insti- 
tution; the recent name change of the American Association of Junior 
Colleges in February 1972 to the American Association of Community 
and Junior Colleges dramatically demonstrates this. The junior college 
is dominated by a curriculum designed to be articulated into a degree 
from a senior college or university; the community college philosophy 
accepts this curriculum as merely one kind coequal with provision for 
vocational and technical education, adult education, and meeting other 
needs of community citizens of postsecondary school age. Among the 
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factors which have produced this philosophical change have been: (1) 
the acceptance of the place of the two-year college as a part of higher 
education rather than as part of secondary education, (2) the develop- 
ment of separate public college districts as distinct educational entities, 
(3)  the movement of two-year colleges to separate campuses resulting 
in the creation of new learning resource centers designed to meet col- 
lege requirements, (4) the creation of statewide systems which pro- 
vides better financial support for instruction, including learning re- 
sources, (5) the increased emphasis on vocational and technical educa- 
tion with acceptance of these in the community college as equal to the 
academic programs, (6)  the effect of new concepts of general educa- 
tion upon the curriculum, and ( 7 )  the significance of community con- 
trol upon the institution. The emergence of the community college con- 
cept, as well as having implications for library standards, has had ma- 
jor significance for the development of library and audiovisual services 
directed towards meeting the needs of the student. 
Although only private and public junior and community colleges 
have been mentioned thus far, the two-year college includes any post- 
secondary institution offering one or two years of instruction as part of 
higher education. Among these other institutions are the technical insti- 
tutes where emphasis is entirely on the development of job-related 
skills for adults and where liberal arts courses may be nonexistent. Ap- 
plication of standards developed at the more numerous junior and com- 
munity colleges will require discrimination because their requirements 
for learning resources are quite different. Another variant which re- 
quires very little modification of standards, except in terms of control, is 
the two-year branch or extension center of a senior institution. 
The earliest quantitative statements applicable to junior colleges em- 
anated from the American Council on Education and the American As-
sociation of Junior Colleges. While neither statement went beyond 
minimal quantitative figures of 8,000 volumes in the first instance and 
3,500 volumes in the second (which also required an annual expendi- 
ture of not less than $500 for books), they reflected an expectation that 
the junior college would be a small, rather limited institution with an 
extremely restricted curriculum.2 Neither reflected professional judg- 
ments of librarians. 
In 1930 the Junior College Round Table, predecessor within ALA of 
the Junior College Libraries Section, prepared a preliminary statement 
of quantitative standards. This statement was amplified by Ermine 
Stone; the revised statement was approved and published in 1932.s 
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Recommended were a minimum collection of 10,000 volumes for 500 or 
fewer students, 15,000 volumes for up to 1,000 students, and 20,000 vol-
umes for more than 1,000 students. Two professional librarians were 
recommended, but there was no mention of clerical staff. The budget 
was to provide $5.00 per student for materials. Although these modest 
requirements did provide some information to personnel of two-year 
colleges, the impact of these standards was negligible, with the possi- 
ble exception of their use as the source of two quantitative figures in 
the 1960 standards, 
In 1934 the Carnegie Corporation of New York created an advisory 
group on junior college libraries, This group made the first cornprehen- 
sive study of the condition of libraries in two-year colleges and sup- 
ported several other studies which resulted in several significant publi- 
c a t i o n ~ . ~Included among these was the first bibliography of appropri- 
ate books for two-year colleges, In 1937 the corporation made direct 
grants to ninety-two junior colleges for the purchase of library materi- 
als. Although these activities did not have direct relationship to the de- 
velopment of standards, indirectly they provided incentives to the insti- 
tutions which met their modest requirements for grants to improve the 
quality of library services. The movement for more comprehensive ju- 
nior college library standards began among the librarians in these insti- 
tutions. 
The standards of today had their roots at the ALA annual conference 
in Los Angeles in 1953. The Junior College Libraries Section voted 
there to establish a committee to develop a statement of evaluative 
standards for junior college libraries. Formulator of the action was 
Ruth E. Scarborough, librarian of the Centenary College for Women in 
Hackerstown, New Jersey, then chairman of the section. Scarborough 
has since served as a member of all subsequent junior college standards 
committees. After several years of work the committee presented its re- 
port at the annual conference at Miami Beach in 1956. The committee, 
with Ruth Bradley as chairwoman, made profitable use of several sets 
of quantitative standards which had been developed by state organiza- 
tions, California in particular. Library activities in the two-year col- 
leges in that state were then far in advance of other states; California’s 
experiences contributed materially to the quality of the 1956 standards. 
Among the features of the document were provisions for supportive 
staff, the relation of size of professional staff to enrollment, and the dis- 
tinction between size of the collection essential for accreditation and 
that adequate for an established in~t i tut ion.~ 
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Although the 1956 standards were approved by the Junior College 
Libraries Section, they never received approval by the Association of 
College and Research Libraries and were never published except in 
mimeographed format. Instead the ACRL Board referred them to the 
Committee on Standards in 1959. This committee, under the chairman- 
ship of Felix E. Hirsch had worked for several years on the “Stan- 
dards for College Libraries.” With the addition to the committee of 
several librarians informed on developments in two-year colleges, a 
new set of parallel standards was written and published in May 1960, 
as “Standards for Junior College Libraries.”6 
These standards constitute a professional landmark. With their ap- 
proval there was for the first time a national definition of library ser- 
vices for an established two-year college, The pattern was also set that 
standards for a type of academic institution, in this case junior colleges, 
should be developed by a committee including informed representa- 
tives of other types of academic libraries. Other significant statements 
included a formula for the size of the book collection based on a mini- 
mum of 20,000 volumes with an additional 5,000 volumes for each 500 
students after the first 1,000, While this quantitative figure was and re- 
mains controversial, experience has supported this computation for 
most two-year institutions. The achievement of the committee in meet- 
ing its assigned responsibility was a document which proved extremely 
useful in improving library services to parallel the expansion of the 
community college movement in the subsequent decade. In this it SUC-
ceeded in reaching the goal stated by Hirsch: “In their definitive version 
the standards are meant to give junior college librarians a readable, 
carefully reasoned document that they can present to their authorities 
and to community leaders when they want to give them a better under- 
standing of the place the library should occupy in the modern junior 
college, and to plead with them for more vigorous financial support. 
The standards should also make useful reading for junior college facul- 
ties.’’7 
Controversy developed around the 1960 standards almost as soon as 
they were published. There is some evidence that they perplexed many 
junior college presidents and deans, disturbed and challenged librari- 
ans who had accepted the status quo in their own isolated institutions, 
and confused accrediting associations where all standards were inter- 
preted as minimal. Some of the objections had been anticipated by the 
standards committee: “It would be unreasonable to assume that the 
new standards will please everybody. They will disturb some intransi- 
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gent administrators who do not grasp the paramount importance of a 
well-stocked and well-functioning library for a good junior college. 
They may not appeal to some conservative librarians either who are 
absorbed in their special problems, be they regional or local. But the 
Committee on Standards hopes that its efforts will be appreciated by 
those educators and librarians who consider strong junior college li- 
braries vital for the progress of American higher education in the 
196o’s.* 
The most significant objection dealt with the authority of ALA to is- 
sue standards applicable to junior colleges independent of participation 
of junior college administrators and without consulting the AAJC. At 
that time there were no official channels of communication between the 
two associations. In fact, the AAJC did not have any contacts on the na- 
tional level with any faculty segments, After learning of this concern by 
administrators, the Junior College Libraries Section and the Committee 
on Standards of the ALA sent official representatives to the AAJC Den- 
ver Convention in March 1962 to discuss the standards further. The 
immediate results of this contact were negative as far as standards 
were concerned, but a foundation was laid which was to be significant 
in later developments and in relationships between the associations. 
A second concern was with the nature of standards. In the minds of 
most administrators the accreditation process and the standards were 
synonymous; to them the only valid and acceptable standards were 
those of the regional accrediting associations because they were com- 
pelled to meet these. Since the quantitative figures used, especially the 
requirement of a minimum of two librarians (first stated in the 1932 
standards) and the 20,000 volume collection, were far greater than re- 
quired by the accrediting associations and, indeed, were above the 
level of most junior college libraries at that time, there was a fear that 
members of accreditation teams would utilize the standards as part of 
their evaluation of the institution. According to occasional reports it ap- 
pears that there were instances when the 1960 standards were misun- 
derstood and misapplied by accreditation teams. 
Another objection dealt with the subjectivity with which the qualita- 
tive criteria could be applied. In retrospect it must be recognized that 
it was difficult for any institution to apply the standards and state abso- 
lutely: “we have met the standards.” B. Lamar Johnson, one of the 
best-informed professionals in the junior college field with experience 
both as a librarian and as an administrator, voiced this objection: “Be- 
cause of the qualitative and subjective nature of most of the criteria 
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included in Standards for Junior College Libraries, difbculties will in-
evitably be encountered in applying the criteria to specific libraries. 
Conclusions regarding the quality of the book collection and of its reve- 
lance to the educational program of a particular college must, for ex- 
ample, largely be based upon subjective judgment. Likewise, standards 
for evaluating the effectiveness of library service are not objectively de- 
A final objection raised was that the criteria were too ambitious for 
small, private college libraries. Presidents of such junior colleges, and 
some small public colleges as well, insisted that their institutions could 
not afford the cost of such elaborate libraries and questioned the need 
for them. 
The 1960 standards can be credited with some real accomplishments 
which, at least in part, contributed to library development in two-year 
colleges. First, continuing and direct communication between the 
AAJC and ALA developed as representatives of the two organizations 
discussed standards and other mutual concerns. Second, the 20,000 vol-
ume norm for the book collection did result in larger, more adequate 
library collections. Comparison between statistics of junior colleges be- 
fore 1960 and those for 1970 show a significant increase in number of 
libraries exceeding this amount. Third, the use of the quantitative norm 
by the U.S. Office of Education in evaluating deficiencies in the book 
collection and for allowing points for supplemental grants under Title 
IIA of the Higher Education Act undoubtedly resulted in larger expen- 
ditures for library materials in junior colleges, further improving the 
potentials for such libraries to meet their objectives. Finally, the stan- 
dards provided an administrative pattern for the junior colleges that 
was to accelerate change in library services. 
During the past decade the 1960 standards have been used exten- 
sively for self-evaluation, for budget and institutional planning, and for 
guidance of administrative officers and librarians in understanding the 
purposes and role of services in meeting institutional instructional ob-
jectives. As a professional document they have had an impact outside 
the library profession that has been greater than most other statements 
of ALA, except those relating to censorship and freedom of access to 
materials. Certainly the parallel document, “Standards for College Li- 
braries,” has not had the impact or the wide general acceptance which 
had been accorded the junior college standards by the end of the 1960s. 
However, criticisms of the 1960 standards became more significant as 
developments in community colleges and in higher education made 
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them more obsolete. Among those items which the pioneer document 
did not reflect were such developments as the improved administrative 
status of librarians (many were now recognized as deans of library ser- 
vices or of learning resources), the acceptance of the concept of the 
merger of library and audiovisual services to meet instructional needs 
in learning resources centers, and the impact of multi-campus districts. 
Instructional experimentation with programmed learning laboratories 
and autotutorial methods of instructions, the use of closed-circuit tele- 
vision and computers for instruction and services, the development of 
state systems of two-year colleges and other forms of cooperative en- 
deavors, and similar changes were not covered. Before the end of the 
decade it was clear that new directions had to be found. 
During the decade there were other activities related to the 1960 
standards. For example, a committee of the Junior College Libraries 
Section prepared and published what was essentially an interpretation 
of the standards as they related to a new college. The resulting “Guide- 
lines for Establishing Junior College Libraries” sought to provide for 
the new president or administrator some rationale and a timetable 
which could be utilized early in the development of a new institution.1° 
State library associations also prepared interpretations of the stan- 
dards; most frequently these augmented or expanded the quantitative 
aspects of the standards, This was the case, for example, in Texas.’l 
Original ground was broken in California in 1969 with the publication 
by the California Junior College Association of Suggestions for Devel-
oping JuniorCollege Libraries. This document contained formulas ap- 
plicable to all junior colleges of 1,500 or more students. The formulas 
for stafEng were definitely the best published in any state. The weakest 
aspects of these formulas were those applying to audiovisual services.12 
To discuss the next development in two-year college standards it will 
be necessary to return to the development after the 1960 standards 
were issued, As mentioned earlier, there was contact made between 
representatives of the ALA and the AAJC in 1962 at Denver. Out of 
this came the Washington Conference on Strengthening Library Ser- 
vices in Junior Colleges in February 1964, sponsored by the Council on 
Library Resources. A second meeting with equal representation from 
the two associations in Walnut, California, in May 1965, and including 
both presidents, developed a number of recommendations for joint proj- 
ects of the associations, including one for the appointment of a joint 
permanent committee and another for the reexamination of the stan- 
dards. 
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As a result of the recommendation of the joint committee, an ad hoc 
committee was appointed in January 1966 to examine the 1960 stan- 
dards in detail to determine their need for revision, This committee 
submitted a lengthy report in June 1966 recommending that revision be 
undertaken. Among the recommendations were areas needing strength- 
ening and further definition, areas needing expansion, and recognition 
of a number of studies which had been p~b1ished.l~ 
With the endorsement of the joint committee, the ACRL Board au- 
thorized the appointment of the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on the Revision 
of the Junior College Library Standards in February 1967, with James 
0. Wallace, San Antonio College, as chairman. The committee in- 
cluded representation by AAJC in addition to the assistant executive 
director of that association. A majority of the members of the commit- 
tee were junior college librarians. 
A preliminary draft of revised standards was prepared by the chair- 
man to be used at an open hearing at the 1968 midwinter meeting to 
provide further guidance to the committee. After the meeting a further 
draft was prepared for use at the 1968 annual conference, but the 
members felt some concern about the integration of media programs 
into the standards in regard to learning resources centers. With the 
school media standards under development by the American Associa- 
tion of School Librarians and the Division of Audiovisual Instruction, it 
was felt that the latter organization should also be participating. At the 
1869 midwinter meeting the executive secretary of DAVI met with the 
subcommittee; at this time an invitation was issued to DAVI to partici- 
pate. The invitation was accepted, but, to everyone’s regret, the desig- 
nated representative did not participate. The subcommittee held a 
three-day meeting in San Antonio, Texas, in November 1969, and com- 
pleted what was essentially the final draft. 
Two public hearings were held on the new standards document, 
known in its final form as “AAJC-ACRL Guidelines for Two-Year Col- 
lege Library Learning Resource Centers” (hereafter called the 1971 
joint guidelines) ,I4 The first of these was at the 1970 annual conference 
of ALA in Atlantic City; the second at the 1971 AAJC convention. The 
joint committee had specified that final approvals would follow the 
public hearings. After the publication of the final draft in October 
1971, final approval of these guidelines, replacing the 1960 standards, 
was given in Chicago in January 1972. 
A number of major decisions were reflected in the 1971 joint guide- 
lines. One of these was the recognition of a standard as something mea- 
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suable, enforceable, and directly related to library goals. A guideline, 
on the other hand, suggested a level of performance for self-evaluation. 
This concept was accepted by the ALA Committee on Standards in 
their first draft of “ALA Standards Manual” in January 1972, which de- 
fined an ALA standard as “A rule or model of quantity, quality, extent, 
level, or correctness, approved by a unit of ALA, endorsed by the ALA 
Standards Committee, and promulgated by the Association, as a gauge 
by which the degree of attainment of official ALA Goals can be mea- 
sured.”15 ALA guidelines were defined as “A suggested level of perfor- 
mance or adequacy approved by a unit of ALA, reviewed by the ALA 
Standards Committee, and endorsed by the Association as a desired di- 
rection of development, not having the force of an ALA Standard, nor 
the commitment of an ALA Goal, but including practical methods of 
procedure and self-evaluation that will lead to future formulation of 
ALA Standards and Goals.’’15 
Another decision was the determination that quantitative figures 
would not be included in the document because adequate research had 
not been available to support such figures. The inability of the commit- 
tee with the limited resources available to it, to develop quantitative 
standards will undoubtedly be the strongest criticism made of it. It 
was felt, however, that the limitation was more than counterbalanced 
by the specific qualitative criteria included. Quantitative figures used 
indiscriminately by groups external to the institution had been one of 
the severest criticisms of the 1960 standards. 
Possibly the most noticeable change from the 1960 standards was the 
emphasis upon the administrative unification of print and audiovisual 
services in learning resources centers. Provision of a fuller range of au- 
diovisual responsibilities including provision for production, for televi- 
sion facilities, and for campus distribution services, as well as operation 
of a variety of learning facilities away from a central facility, is a new 
feature of the 1971 joint guidelines. 
As is stressed in the introduction and in the title, the 1971 joint 
guidelines were made applicable to community colleges, technical in- 
stitutes, and other two-year colleges as well as to the traditional junior 
colleges. They were also intended for established institutions for self- 
evaluation and planning, rather than for new institutions not yet ac- 
credited. 
At the annual ALA conference, the ACRL Committee on Standards 
voted to review the guidelines annually because of the changes occur- 
ring in two-year colleges. At the time that this was voted (1971) no one 
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realized how prophetic this position really was. Even before the final 
approval of the 1971 joint guidelines by the ACRL board and the 
AAJC-ACRL joint committee (which speaks for AAJC) a new draft 
had already been prepared. 
The executive director of the Association for Educational Communi- 
cations and Technology (formerly DAVI) was present at the forum at 
the AAJC convention in Washington in March 1971, when the 1971 
joint guidelines were given their public hearing. At the meeting and in 
subsequent discussions he asked about joint participation of his associa- 
tion in the guidelines development. This was acceptable to the two 
other associations, and preliminary steps are currently underway to ex- 
pand the joint committee from two to three participating associations. 
AECT had already begun a project to review standards for all types 
of educational institutions. Task forces for this purpose had already 
been appointed, including Task Force #3 on the two-year college with 
George Ingham as chairman. The suggestion was made that this task 
force, enlarged to include representatives from the ad hoe subcommit- 
tee, might provide the first revision of the 1971 joint guidelines, incor- 
porating changes in the educational technology field since 1969. The 
suggestion was accepted. In meetings in Washington, D.C., in October 
and December, 1971, a revised draft was prepared. This 1972 tripartite 
document is the “Guidelines for Two-year College Learning Resources 
Programs.” It has already received approval from all three associations, 
subject to final editorial scrutiny and to approval of the ALA Commit- 
tee on Standards. Plans include publication both by ALA (probably in 
College G Research Libraries News) and by AECT (probably in Au-
diovisual Instruction) as soon as possible. 
Major change in the 1972 tripartite guidelines is the emphasis on a 
program rather than on a geographic concept of learning resources. 
Learning resources are recognized as being involved in all aspects of 
the instructional process, from instructional development, production, 
and the acquisition of materials, to the provision of services to the indi- 
vidual and the classroom. 
Provisions for traditional library services have been expanded to in- 
clude provision for acquisition, organization, distribution, and utilization 
of the newer media under the centralized administrative responsibility 
of a chief administrator with the stature of a dean or a vice-president 
“selected on the basis of acquired competencies which relate to the 
purposes of the program, educational achievement, administrative abil- 
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ity, community and scholarly interests, professional activities, and ser- 
vice orientation.”16 
The 1972 guidelines are arranged in six sections: (1)objectives and 
purposes, (2)  organization and administration, (3)  budget, (4) in-
structional system components, (5) services, and ( 6 )  interagency 
cooperative activities. In each section a number of specific criteria are 
stated which could be evaluated by an institution to determine whether 
each criterion has or has not been met, perhaps concluding that it does 
not apply to a particular type of two-year college. Each criterion is 
stated a5rmatively, accompanied by an explanatory paragraph to clar- 
ify it. An introduction, a statement of the role of the learning resources 
program, and a glossary preceded the list of criteria. 
The signscance of the 1972 guidelines lies in the participation of 
three associations in their development. While both the school media 
standards and the 1971 joint guidelines had been prepared by two asso-
ciations, no previous set of library standards had been sponsored by 
three. The very speed with which they were formulated and accepted 
adds to their significance. Contrasted to the slow progress of the 1971 
joint guidelines in obtaining approval, the 1972 guidelines will be ap- 
proved for publication in a matter of months. Several factors made this 
possible: (1)essential agreement with the philosophy of the 1971 joint 
guidelines, ( 2 )  willingness to cooperate on the part of all concerned, 
( 3 )  financial support provided by AECT and ACRL for meetings to 
draft changes, (4) familiarity with developments in two-year colleges, 
(5) participation and membership of many librarians in AECT, and 
( 6 )  the groundwork for cooperation created by the American Associa- 
tion of School Libraries. Under such circumstances the 1972 guidelines 
cannot but have an impact as soon as published. 
With the changing role of the two-year college in education, it seems 
certain that other changes will be made and other revisions undertaken 
within a few years. The Junior College Libraries Section has recom- 
mended that a permanent Subcommittee of the Committee on Stan- 
dards be created to review the guidelines on a regular annual basis 
now that the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Revision of the Junior College 
Standards has completed its assignment and has been discharged. 
There is need for the development of quantitative standards for various 
types and sizes of two-year institutions based upon research. Statistics 
to support such research must be gathered in a useful form. Other re- 
search is needed to confirm the effect upon the educational program 
when adequate learning resources are provided. With emphasis in the 
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two-year college upon accountability based in turnupon objectives, the 
selection of valid measurements needed for management also remains 
unresolved by research. 
In summary, it can be said that unusual progress has been made in 
the development of standards for two-year college libraries and learn- 
ing resources programs in two-year colleges; the guidelines developed 
provide a pattern for the institution with maximum flexibility in terms 
of internal structure, variance in institutional objectives, and applica- 
tion to institutional planning. These developments have implications 
for other types of libraries, especially the public four-year college, and 
for library education in meeting the need for the diversified staff of 
two-year institutions, but these cannot be explored within the scope of 
this brief article. 
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Standards for Media Programs in Schools 
F R A N C E S  H E N N E  
IN THESE TRYING TIMES when the news about 
school media programs, like that about schools and education in gen- 
eral, tends to reflect the doleful effects of recession, inflation, varie- 
gated stalemates, and other plagues, it is a rewarding, comforting, and 
stimulating experience to receive reports about activities relating to 
standards for school media programs happening on a widespread scale 
throughout the nation. These activities reflect involvement, planning, 
and cooperation among individuals and associations; support of edu- 
cational agencies; and a reaffirmation of the belief in continuously 
working toward providing all young people with one basic ingredient 
in the equalization of educational opportunity-the right to have 
media services and resources for their reading, listening, viewing, and 
thinking. 
This article presents some general observations about state and na- 
tional standards in this country derived from (1)the professional liter- 
ature, (2) from an examination of current state standards, recommen- 
dations, or guidelines for media centers, ( 3 )  from the answers to a 
questionnaire sent to state school library supervisors, and (4)from in- 
formation gained from activities connected with the formulation and 
implementation of national standards. This overview deals briefly with 
some selected aspects relating to standards: the definition of standards, 
background developments, the current scene, the impact of national 
standards, and issues or challenges affecting standards. 
The 1969 Standards for School Media Programs defines “media cen-
ter” as “a learning center in a school where a full range of print and 
audiovisual media, necessary equipment, and services from media spe- 
cialists are accessible to students and teachers.”l Other terminology 
used throughout the standards, all defined in the glossary, reflects this 
Frances Henne is Professor, School of Library Service, Columbia University, New 
York. 
OCTOBER, 1972 2331 
FRANCIS HENNE 
scope of resources and services: media, media program, media center, 
media staff, media specialist, media technician, media aide, system me- 
dia center, and unified media program, The terminology used in this 
article follows that in the 1969 national standards. 
STANDARDSDEFINED 
An examination of standards quickly reveals the variety of treatment 
in their presentation and coverage. Existing standards can be classified 
in several ways: (1) by function (qualitative, quantitative, or a com-
bination thereof) ; (2)  by area (services, personnel, resources, expendi- 
tures, or facilities); ( 3 )  by scope (nation, region, state, cooperative 
school district, school system, school, or specified grade coverage 
within a school); (4)by source or authorship (national, regional, or 
state professional associations, regional education associations, state of-
fices, school systems, or consultant and advisory groups); ( 5 ) by au- 
thority (endorsements of national, regional, or state associations, re- 
quirements of accrediting agencies, state actions-laws, regulations, 
codes, adoptions, endorsements, or recommendations, or local (usually 
large city) stipulations); (6)  by level (phases, quality levels, or range 
of achievement goals); ( 7 ) by terminology used, which may or may 
not reflect variations in philosophy (standards, guidelines, or criteria) 
or in scope (media center, school library, or other term); (8) by treat- 
ment ( issued separately or incorporated with standards covering all 
parts of the school); and (9)  by some combination of the categories 
that have been listed. It is no wonder that it takes a monograph or 
longer document to cover and to describe the standards for media pro- 
grams in schools. 
Standards have many purposes. They provide impetus in the estab- 
lishment, development, and improvement of school media programs. 
They assist schools in designing media centers and programs of quality 
and in developing planning programs to achieve their goals over a pe- 
riod of time. They furnish criteria that can be used in connection with 
procedures for evaluation, certification, and accreditation. 
One purpose is common to all standards: the reflection of goals 
whereby all schools provide students and teachers with a media center 
of good quality that makes easily accessible the resources of teaching 
and learning and the media services that are essential to any sound 
program of education. 
Media Programs in Schools 
BACKGROUNDDEVELOPMENTS 
Historically, the development of standards has followed three broad 
channels: national standards (developed by national professional asso- 
ciations), regional standards (the work primarily of regional education 
or accrediting associations but sometimes involving regional and state 
library associations and state educational agencies), and state stan- 
dards (usually the responsibility of state educational agencies but fre- 
quently involving state professional associations or special 
committees). These categories cover three often separate and distinct 
evolutionary lines: standards for school libraries, standards for audiovi- 
sual services, and standards for unified programs in media centers. 
Four areas that are closely related to the development, interpreta- 
tion, and use of standards include evaluation, professional education, 
certificiation requirements and procedures, and federal laws and regu- 
lations that have affected state standards. Although these areas fall out- 
side the scope of this article, it can be noted that the national standards 
for 1945,2 1960,3 and 1969l include statements about professional educa- 
tion, and those for 1960 and 1969 have statements about certification. 
Certification is covered in some state standards; indeed, certification 
requirements are generally considered to form one type of standard for 
personnel. 
A comprehensive history of standards for school media programs, 
showing relationships to objectives and patterns of education and to 
standards and other criteria for schools and their component parts, 
merits detailed inquiry and research. Parts of this historical back- 
ground can be found in the publications by Spain,4 N i ~ k e l , ~  Beust,6 and 
Darling,7 who present significant information in their descriptions of de- 
velopments ( collectively for the period 1915-62), in their reporting of 
trends, and in their analyses of the content of standards. Among the 
many trends that can be noted from these studies, major ones include: 
the shifts in emphasis from quantitative to qualitative standards and 
then to a combination of the two with primary importance attached to 
the qualitative standards (with emphasis on programs and services for 
teachers and students); the rise of the influence of regional accrediting 
associations and of the standards issued by these associations; the 
growing concern with having standards for school libraries form an in- 
tegral part of standards for the school as a whole; and the emergence 
of standards for elementary school libraries. Beswick's study traces the 
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development of “the media centre” concept in American school li-
braries from the Certain standards through 1969.8 
The decade of the 1960s, a shining period in the history of school 
media standards, opened and closed with the publication of national 
standards. The Standards for School Library Programs, undertaken by 
the American Association of School Librarians and published in 1960, 
constituted a landmark in the history of standards. The standards were 
formulated by a committee consisting of representatives from twenty 
professional and civic associations-a procedure that reflected the belief 
of the association that standards could most realistically be constructed 
with the assistance of individuals knowledgeable about school adminis- 
tration, teaching, the curriculum, and other related areas, inasmuch as 
the school library is but one part of the school and serves all other 
parts. The quantitative standards were compiled on the basis of data 
gathered from a survey of the best school library situations in the coun- 
try. Tentative drafts of both the qualitative and quantitative standards 
were pretested by obtaining reactions from a large number of librari- 
ans in the field as well as from the boards, and in some cases the mem- 
bership, of the associations represented on the committee. Recommen- 
dations for areas heretofore not covered in national standards were in- 
corporated for: new school situations, schools having fewer than 200 
students, and regional planning. The responsibilities of school board 
members, administrators, teachers, curriculum coordinators and citizen 
groups were also described. Standards were incorporated for situations 
where the school librarian had complete or partial administrative re- 
sponsibility for audiovisual services and resources, and recommenda- 
tions were made for providing these resources in libraries where the 
librarian had no administrative authority over the audiovisual program. 
The 1960 standards had the happy experience of notable implemen- 
tation, with the result that innumerable students and teachers benefited 
from the provision and improvement of library resources and services 
in their schools. A broad spectrum of activities was undertaken under 
the leadership of Mary Gaver in her capacities as chairwoman of the 
Standards Implementation Committee of the American Association of 
School Librarians and as chairwoman of the advisory board of two pro- 
jects (the School Library Development Project and the Knapp School 
Libraries Project) for which foundation funds were obtained. 
The objectives of the School Library Development Project (1961-62) 
were “to promote wide knowledge and understanding of the national 
standards; demonstrate a team approach by librarians, other educators, 
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and citizens in implementing the standards; develop plans and techni- 
ques for use in school library development; and promote the adoption, 
in each state, of sound state standards for school libraries.”O One major 
objective of the Knapp School Libraries Project (1962-67) centered on 
demonstrating “the educational value of school library programs, ser- 
vices, and resources which fully meet the national standards for school 
libraries.”’O To this end, eight carefully selected schools were granted 
funds for their libraries which became demonstration centers and were 
visited by hundreds of teachers, administrators, media specialists, and 
others. Teacher education and citizen education formed the focus of 
other objectives. The project was well documented in the professional 
and popular press throughout its existence; its goals, procedures, many 
activities, and achievements are summarized by Peggy Sullivan in her 
final report as director of the project.l0 
The decade of the 1960s witnessed authoritative action in two areas 
greatly in need of this type of support. The first elementary school li- 
brary standards to be prepared by a regional accrediting association 
were adopted by the Committee on Elementary Education of the 
Southern Association in 1962, and the Council of Chief State School 
Officers published policy statements dealing with the responsibilities of 
state departments of education for school library service (196l)ll and 
for new educational media (1964).I2 
One of the most powerful thrusts in the development and improve- 
ment of media centers came with the passage of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965. The act had a boundless impact on 
improving the quality of education for the youth of the country, and 
enabled schools to acquire much-needed resources of teaching and 
learning, increased the number of media centers, particularly in ele- 
mentary schools, implemented innovative and demonstration media 
center programs, and strengthened media services at the state level. 
Title I1 of the ESEA called for state plans that included the develop- 
ment or revision of standards relating to library resources and for crite- 
ria to be used in selecting and allocating library resources. The 1960 
national standards were extensively used for these purposes, and re- 
placed existing standards in many states. (That this important act has 
been severely diluted in the last few years is a sad commentary and 
reflection on the government of the nation, and in several respects it is 
a strange paradox-for example, the right to read is emphasized as a 
national program, but the right to have something to read receives less 
and less support.) 
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During the last half of the decade, the Department of Audiovisual 
Instruction of the National Education Association issued quantitative 
standards for audiovisual personnel, equipment, and materials in ele- 
mentary, secondary, and higher education, developed by Faris and 
Sherman.lS Statements of National Standards were published for media 
programs in schools for the deaf,14 and for school media programs in 
Canada.lS 
Standards for School Media Programs, published in 1969 by ALA 
and the NEA, constituted another landmark in the history of standards. 
Initiated by the American Association of School Librarians, the work 
on these standards was done by a joint committee composed of repre- 
sentatives from the American Association of School Librarians and the 
Department of Audiovisual Instruction of the NEA. These standards 
are the first to be prepared jointly by the two professional associations 
most directly concerned with the resources of teaching and learning in 
schools. The joint committee was assisted by an advisory board that 
had representatives of twenty-eight professional and civic associations 
(an expansion of the number involved in the formulation of the 1960 
standards). Noteworthy features of the standards include the use of the 
terminology noted at the beginning of this article, the coordination of 
standards for school library and audiovisual programs, the formulation 
of standards based on the media center concept, the recommendation 
for a unified media program in the schools, and new treatments of stan- 
dards for supportive staff and expenditures. Quantitative and qualita- 
tive standards are presented for the media program in the individual 
school. Although the final chapter presents principles dealing with me- 
dia services at system, regional, and state levels, the joint committee 
concentrated its work on the school and recommended that standards 
for media programs at higher organizational levels be developed as 
soon as possible. 
THECURRENTSCENE: SOMEGENERALOBSERVATIONS 
The 1970s augur well for standards for school media programs. Drafts 
for the new national standards are nearing completion and are being 
prepared by four task forces for media programs in the school building, 
in the district/region, in the junior and community college, and in the 
college and university. The task forces for the first two areas are com- 
posed of representatives from the American Association of School Li- 
brarians and the Association for Educational Communications and 
Technology (formerly the Department of Audiovisual Instruction), 
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and for the last two areas of representatives from AECT, with, in the 
case of the junior and community colleges, the cooperation of the Asso-
ciation of College and Research Libraries. 
As already noted, queries were sent to state school library supervi- 
sors seeking information about matters relating to standards and re- 
questing a copy of current state standards. Forty-five replies to the 
questionnaire were received. Statements of state standards, guidelines, 
or other nomenclature (hereafter all covered in the term “standards”) 
were received from thirty-nine states; three states endorsed the 1969 
standards1 for their state standards and did not have a separate publi- 
cation; and three states indicated that standards were in final steps of 
completion and not availabIe for distribution. 
The acceptance of the media center concept is discernible on a wide 
scale and takes various forms in different states. State standards en- 
dorse, support, or make provisions for the media center and its program 
in thirty-nine states. Obviously, this does not mean that media centers 
are not to be found in the other states-several supervisors indicated 
that media centers were encouraged in these states. The merger of 
the school library association and the audiovisual association to form 
a unified media association was reported by seven states. In four other 
states such mergers are being considered, and in one state a proposed 
merger was narrowly defeated, In answer to the question: “Do audiovi-
sual resources and services in schools come under your jurisdiction?” 
twenty-seven respondents replied in the affirmative; thirteen checked 
both “no” and “in part,” three said “no,” and two indicated “in part.” In 
connection with the last category, examples given included advisory 
services in the field, working with individual schools, and administra- 
tive responsibilities for ESEA Title I1 funds. Other examples of imple- 
mentation of the media center concept can be found in the discussion 
of effects that follows. 
The involvement of professional associations, media specialists in the 
field, school administrators, and other individuals and groups is evident 
in many states. Standards have been prepared by state educational 
agencies with the assistance of professional associations or committees 
in twelve states; they have been compiled by the unified media associa- 
tion, by a unified media committee, and by the school library association 
in one state each. In seven states advisory committees have had repre- 
sentatives not only from the audiovisual and school library fields, but 
also from administrative, teaching and other areas. In six states the 
school library and audiovisual associations have jointly participated in 
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the preparation of standards, Respondents from many states where the 
standards were initiated and formulated by the state educational 
agency, without formal committee or association arrangements, indi- 
cated that they had had the assistance of media specialists, administra- 
tors, and others during the preparation and evaluation of their stan- 
dards. 
During the last few years, the overall picture of state activities has 
been an impressive one. The dates of the documents received from the 
states ranged from 1965-72,with more than one-half of them being is- 
sued during 1969-72. 
In connection with ongoing activities related to standards, eight 
states reported no activities (two of these were awaiting the new na- 
tional standards), and two other states noted that their state standards 
had just been completed, Various stages of revising state standards 
were indicated: seriously being considered (two states), work on revi- 
sion underway (nine states), and revision nearing or in the last stages of 
completion (seven states). Other activities listed included working to- 
ward legislative changes (three states), developing guidelines to be 
used with standards (two states), constructing instruments for qualita- 
tive evaluation of media programs (three states), using national stan- 
dards as part of a state evaluation or survey of media centers (two 
states ), and implementing national standards (three states ). Respon-
dents from seven states listed the revision of certification requirements 
for media specialists as a major ongoing activity. 
Darlingxe noted the increasing number of states having standards for 
elementary schools, the growing support of standards applying to all 
schools regardless of grade level, the development of certification regu- 
lations, and the emphasis on the school library as an instructional mate- 
rials center. These trends continue. Some newer tendencies can be ob- 
served in the incorporation of phases, levels, or other stages of achieve- 
ment in many standards, the interest expressed by several supervisors 
in having standards that could be used to measure the achievement of 
behavioral objectives, and the reports from three states that certifica- 
tion requirements would be stated in terms of the competencies ex- 
pected of media specialists. 
I M P A ~  STANDARD^OF NATIONAL 
The effects of the 1960 national standards have been described by 
A h l e r ~ . ~ ~For this article, the question: What impact have national stan- 
dards had on your state standards? drew a variety of answers. Only 
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replies referring to the 1969 standards are reported here. Three states 
bypassed the question, two others stated “very little,” one characterized 
the effect as “dichotomous,” and the respondent from one state implied 
that an effort was made to hide the standards from public view. 
The national standards are endorsed by three states, and state stan- 
dards are similar or close to 1969 national quantitative standards in 
three other states. Two states reported that standards being written 
had the national standards for the advanced phase or level; another 
state reported that standards now being written closely followed na- 
tional standards. In five states, the national standards were used as 
guidelines or guides in formulating and revising their standards; in one 
state, they served as the model; and one state based its state standards 
on national standards, 
Other effects noted by differing numbers of states were: the stan- 
dards serve as goals (eight), lend support ( t w o ) , provide a direct im-
petus in revising state standards (five), help pave the way for the first 
combined library and audiovisual standards (two), prompt the state 
department of education to combine audiovisual and school library of- 
fices at the state level (one), influence the formation of a joint associa- 
tion (one), enable a state to go from poor standards to better ones 
(one) and “raised our sights” (one), Two states noted the use of stan- 
dards in connection with some form of evaluation as effects. Many 
states cited the wide distribution and use of the standards throughout 
their states in this category. 
PROBLEMS/CHALLENGES 
The terminology used in standards forms a trend in itself-from 
school library to instructional materials center or learning resources 
center to media center. Although philosophy is involved (to represent 
changing concepts and programs in changing times) and, possibly, per- 
suasion (to represent current and dynamic conditions more vividly and 
to offset the strangleholds of old and undesirable images in adopting 
more contemporary wording), the primary objective for the terminol- 
ogy used in standards is that of effective communication. Decisions re- 
garding terminology are not easily made since tradition is usually in-
volved. In both the 1960 and 1969 national standards different deci- 
sions were made and reasons were presented. In neither case was the 
terminology prescribed or mandated. 
From an analysis of studies of some special purpose grant schools, 
Mahar found that “children and school faculty reacted favorably to use 
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of terminology adopted from proposed new standards for school media 
centers.”l* 
The use of the words “guidelines” or “criteria” in place of “standards” 
sometimes represents a purely semantical problem, but more fre-
quently and increasingly it reflects a philosophical viewpoint. On the 
part of this writer, a personal bias supports “standards” not only be- 
cause of its usage in national and some state standards, but also be- 
cause of the strength it tends to convey to the nonprofessional public: 
guidelines are permissive, but a standard is a standard. However, advo- 
cates of guidelines maintain that guidelines are democratic, flexible, 
and lend more encouragement than do standards. Perhaps it is the dif- 
ference between what could be and should be, As with many other se- 
mantic dilemmas, the problems are neither monumental nor insur-
mountable, if indeed they exist at all. The objective of all concerned is 
to provide measures whereby good media programs are insured, and if 
the trems used lead to the achievement of this goal in equal degree, 
then why quibble? 
Standards can be and are guidelines. Guidelines, on the other hand, 
are not always identified with standards. Qualitative standards and 
guidelines are usually synonymous; in the areas of programs and ser- 
vices, the shadings become almost indistinguishable. 
Problems of scope arise in connection with the variety of school situ- 
ations to be covered in standards. Organizational and administrative 
patterns of schools, grade coverages and combinations within schools, 
degree of access to other media resources, instructional methods, geo- 
graphic locations, demographic factors, and characteristics of student 
populations represent a few of the many variables. 
These varying elements may assume such complexity and diversity 
that quantitative standards cannot be made to cover all situations, and 
even qualitative standards may have to be modified. Consequently, cer- 
tain areas have always posed considerable difficulty in the formulation 
of national and, in some instances, state standards. Among these areas 
are: media programs in very small schools, in very large schools, in 
schools in rural areas,19 and in twelve-grade schools; cooperative media 
services; system media centers;Zo state media agencies; and media net- 
works at regional-within-a-state, state, regional, and national levels. 
Similar problems come in connection with such recent developments as 
alternative education in its many forms, contractual educational ser- 
vices, decentralization of school systems, the “politicalization” of 
Media Programs in Schools 
schools, educational parks, community centers, open schools and open 
classrooms, and the extension of school media services outside the 
school building. 
The characteristics and needs of youth further add to the complex- 
ity of scope of standards. Very specialized needs affect both quantita- 
tive and qualitative standards. Under any circumstances, the potential 
and actual interests and needs of children and young adults, intensified 
by the emphases on individualized instruction, independent inquiry, 
and self-directed learning, are almost boundless. 
Problems posed by rapid changes in society, in education, in communi- 
cations, in the ecosystem, in governmental structures, and in numer- 
ous other ways that affect media centers necessitate continuous review 
and revision of standards, critically so in the case of national standards 
which have leadership and vanguard qualities attached to them in 
greater degree than other standards. Continuing review and revision 
form primary requisites for keeping standards realistic, for constructing 
planning programs and for incorporating modifications and changes 
that come about after innovations have been tested. Revision is needed 
to provide promptly for both unforeseen and foreseeable changes, in- 
cluding those in exploratory or initial stages of development. Examples 
of the latter include networks for school media services and resources, 
the use of cable television, instructional system designs, and the cart- 
ridge revolution. The burden is simply too great and the procedures too 
hazardous to impose upon those formulating standards the obligation 
to prescribe for conditions that may not fully materialize or become 
easily and economically accessible for several years. Standards must be 
handled within the context of the known and what reasonably can be 
projected for a time span of one or two years. 
Nonetheless, it is essential for those involved with standards to rec- 
ognize emerging trends and changes, and to accept the principle that 
changes may materially, sometimes radically, alter past and present 
patterns and practices in media programs. 
Objective bases, not theoretical opinions, should shape standards. 
State and regional standards claim validity primarily on the basis of 
experience and the judgments of experts familiar with the conditions in 
the geographical area involved. An early example of objectivity can be 
found in the testing of the validity of the elementary school library 
standards and the needed time span for their realization of the South- 
em Association, cooperatively sponsored by the Committee on Ele- 
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mentary Education of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
and the Standards Committee, Region 111, of the American Associa- 
tion of School Librarians.21 
National standards pose a different situation. As described in the 
Preface, the Standurds for School Library Programs3 (1960) pre- 
sented standards that were based on objective evidence gathered from 
the best school libraries in the country, designated by the school library 
supervisors or other authorities in the state departments of education. 
In order to avoid the restrictions of reporting only the status quo, li- 
brarians in the best situations were asked not only to indicate what 
they had in the way of quantitative provisions, but also what they 
needed to achieve the objectives of their programs and to implement a 
fully functional media program. Similarly, information from the field 
was obtained from the best school library situations regarding pro- 
grams and services. Thus, the 1960 national standards, both quantita- 
tive and qualitative, were based on objective evidence from existing 
conditions and from realistic appraisals of what was further needed. 
The 1969 standards have, on occasion, been described by the unin- 
formed as being purely theoretical and unrelated to ongoing programs. 
One of the first items on the agenda of the advisory board of these 
standards was the discussion of whether studies similar to those under- 
taken for the earlier version should be made, and the decision, supple- 
mented by the counsel of statisticians, was that the 1960 version pro- 
vided a strong enough base from which to work and that supplemen- 
tary or recent evidence could be obtained from the viewpoints ex- 
pressed by practitioners in the field and by the judgments of other au- 
thorities; these recommendations were subsequently followed. 
Problems of interpretation relating to standards, especially national 
standards, arise from several causes, including faulty reading. The most 
common of these, and in many ways the most dangerous, is that of in- 
terpreting standards in terms of isolated parts rather than in their en- 
tirety. Most standards are very closely interrelated and interdependent, 
so that isolated parts can suffer from misinterpretation when removed 
from the total context. A quantitative standard has a direct and signifi- 
cant relationship to other quantitative standards; and all quantitative 
standards are tied to qualitative standards, which depend upon quanti- 
tative measures for their totally effective implementation. 
There has always been an unfortunate tendency on the part of stan- 
dards users to want quantitative standards summarized in tabular form 
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and to have these summaries available, not only for separate viewing in 
the volume but also for separate distribution, isolated from the pro- 
gram of services, or qualitative standards. This procedure can lead, and 
often has led, to serious misinterpretation, Similarly, a mere list of fig-
ures, without textual rationale or commentary, can be meaningless or 
horrifying to those unacquainted with the contextual ramifications or to 
those who may be familiar with them but are seemingly unwilling or 
unable to relate quantitative to qualitative measures. Quantitative stan- 
dards for staff have been victimized the most in these respects; this 
may largely explain why national standards for staff have been the 
quantitative standards least implemented-a critical matter inasmuch 
as this is the key standard on which media programs of good quality 
are dependent. 
Another matter affecting interpretation which has already been men- 
tioned is that of rigidly defining standards that are not mandated as 
(1)being prescriptive in every respect, without modification or adap- 
tation, and (2)  as forming entities to be achieved immediately. Some 
standards spell out phases or quality levels or other stages of develop- 
ment; all standards allow for planning programs involving degrees of 
achievement within a reasonable time span. 
Implementation represents one of the most important aspects of stan- 
dards. In the case of national standards, effective implementation can 
represent the difference between their success or failure, their rela- 
tively quick translation into action or a dishearteningly long time lag. 
This holds true even in those many situations where national standards 
may form long-range goals-in this event, action and success take the 
form of developing planning programs for a period of time, updating 
state standards to come closer in line with national recommendations, 
and other measures. 
Effective implementation carries with it the desirable attribute of in-
volvement-not only of the professional individuals and associations 
most directly concerned, but also of parents, other citizens, and civic 
groups. As already noted, these activities can and have been carried on 
at national, regional, state, and local levels. 
Regional standards, in cases where they are issued by accrediting 
agencies, carry built-in implementation. Mandated state standards also 
have this characteristic, as do related state regulations involving quali- 
fications for federal and state financial assistance for media centers. 
Implementation takes on another cast in some states-the implemen-
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tation of activities and plans that lead to a revision of outdated 
standards, or to the upgrading of minimal requirements that are too low, 
or to the formulation or adoption of standards where none now exist. 
National standards often suffer at the hands of individuals who label 
them as visionary or impossible of attainment and from those who have 
a personal bias against them. These attitudes frequently reflect fears- 
in the case of the former, fears of being unable to cope with the prob- 
lem of improving conditions in the situation in which the individual is 
working, and in the latter case, fears that the standards constitute a 
threat to them and what they are doing. 
Too often overlooked or ignored is the overall primary objective of 
standards-to provide teachers and students with the media services 
and resources to which they are entitled. Surely no one could deliber- 
ately reject such an objective. Surely excellence in media programs is 
not something to be feared. 
Standards, in an important sense, represent a statement of faith, on 
the part of the individuals and groups involved, in the value of media 
resources and services as a vital and fundamental part of the education 
(both formal and informal, structured and unstructured) of youth. The 
translation of this faith (and within its fabric falls the assumption of 
responsibility) means, simply, not only working for the provision of 
good media center programs but also describing and implementing the 
elements-the standards-that will bring them about. 
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L O G A N  0. C O W G I L L  A N D  R O B E R T  J .  H A V L I K  
SPECIALLIBRARIES are usually highly specific in 
purpose and this specificity is the problem which underlies the de- 
velopment of standards for them. This high specificity of purpose 
arises from the integral role which special libraries play in serving the 
diverse goals of the nonlibrary organizations of which they are gen- 
erally a part. The varying histories and objectives of their professional 
associations, as well as the lack of a continuing need for collecting and 
analyzing operational statistics, add to the difficulty in developing 
realistic and useful quantitative and qualitative standards. Other dif- 
ficulties which contribute to the problem are: (1)absence of a gen- 
erally recognized and exclusive definition upon which to base an 
identification of the universe of special libraries, (2 )  diversity in 
collection, content, size, operating procedures, facilities, services and 
staff, and (3 )  diversity in objectives and responsibilities assigned by 
nonlibrary management, 
Analyzing this problem within the space limitations of this article and 
expressing our own experience in operating special libraries, the au- 
thors see a parallel in the conclusions of the Committee on Scientific 
and Technical Communication of the National Academies of Sciences 
and Engineering found in their report, Scientific and Technical Com- 
munication:A Pressing National Problem: 
The principal impression received . , . was that of diversity-diversity
in information-handling activities, in the economics and techniques of 
operation, in functions, and in users. And we concluded that such di-
versity was not only characteristic but essential. It facilitates the flexi- 
bility, the sensitivity and responsiveness to user needs and the innova- 
tive, forward looking approaches required for effective scientific and 
technical communication. Further, though the heterogeneous complex of 
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communication activities in the United States has been criticized fre- 
quently and on other counts, there is no evidence of critically inefficient 
operation. Therefore, we accepted this diversity and concentrated our 
efforts not on reducing or eliminating it but on maximizing its strengths 
and overcoming its weaknesses.1 
Special libraries and their related professional associations are re- 
sponses to the information needs of geometrically expanding science 
and technology in the twentieth century, just as public and educational 
institution libraries arose to serve the “universal education” concepts of 
the nineteenth century. 
For example, the Medical Library Association was formed in 1898, 
the American Association of Law Libraries in 1907, and the Special Li- 
braries Association in 1909. Also formed during this period were the 
Music Library Association, the American Technological Library Associ- 
ation, the Association of Hospital and Institutional Libraries, and others. 
Thus, in a characteristically American way, special libraries became 
increasingly fractionalized rather than integrated in their professional 
grouping as other groups of libraries with common interests engaged in 
cooperative ventures which often resulted in formal associations. In 
contrast to this process of fractionalization in the special libraries them- 
selves, organizations such as the federal government, who were con- 
cerned about collecting, compiling and analyzing statistics on libraries 
sought to emphasize similarities between libraries as a means of as- 
sembling statistics which would describe the libraries of the United 
States as an overall resource. The history of the assimilative approach, 
as represented by the federal government, is of interest since it reflects 
an emphasis on quantitative statistics by which the similarities of li-
braries can be more easily described. 
A good description of the federal concern with libraries is given by 
John G. Lorenz, Deputy Librarian of Congress, formerly Chief of the 
Library Services Branch, U.S. Office of Education, in his paper on 
“Federal Overview” prepared for an ALA report on planning for na- 
tionwide library statistics: 
The Bureau of the Census, of course, has as its primary mission pro- 
viding basic statistics about the people and the economy of the Nation 
in order to assist the Congress, Federal, State, and local Governments, 
business and industry, and the public generally in planning, carrying 
out, and evaluating public and private programs. It collects, tabulates, 
and publishes a wide variety of statistical data and provides statistical 
information to Government and private users. This Federal agency first 
began collecting library statistics in 1850 when it reported on public 
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school, Sunday school, college, and church library statistics in 31 States, 
the District of Columbia, and four territories, including Minnesota, New 
Mexico, Oregon, and Utah. This Census report also included a tabula-
tion for 31 States and the District of Columbia on State libraries, social 
libraries, students’ libraries, libraries of academies and professional
schools, and scientific and historical societies.2 
Havlik points out early federal concern and quotes from Title 20 of 
U.S. Code S1,3649: 
The concern of the Federal Government in education goes back to 
1785 when the Second Continental Congress enacted basic ordinances 
which saw to it that lands be reserved for ublic schools. In 1867 Con-
gress passed the enabling act of the office $at provided that this agency 
“collect statistics and facts showing the condition and progress of edu-
cation in the several States , , , and to diffuse such information . . . as 
shall aid the people . . . in establishment and maintenance of an efficient 
school system, and otherwise promote the cause of education throughout 
the country.’’S 
Lorenz adds that “the Office included libraries in its field of responsi- 
bility and in 1876 published one of the most comprehensive reports on 
libraries ever compiled, Public Libraries in the United States. Library 
statistics in this publication included college libraries, information on 
printed catalogs, public library statistics on appropriations, benefac- 
tions, loss and wear of books, and circulation by various classes of ma-
terial.”2 
A subsequent history of the Bureau of Education was written by 
Clark Elliott in 1968.4 
In 1938 the Library Services Branch was established in what is now 
the U.S.Office of Education to make surveys, studies, investigations 
and reports regarding public, school, college, university and other li-
braries. It was not until 1963 that the creation of a new position of re- 
search library specialist made possible the collection of some special 
library statistics for the first time.5 In succeeding years, such federal 
agencies with large nationwide systems of libraries as the Department of 
Agriculture, Department of the Army, Department of Health, Education 
and Welfare, and Veterans Administration, have conducted surveys of 
their library components. 
In 1968, the Federal Library Committee, established in 1965to assist 
the voluntary coordination in federal libraries, in cooperation with the 
U.S. Office of Education, conducted and published the results of a sur- 
vey of special libraries serving the federal government.6 The survey 
represented an early use of the concepts and criteria, developed and 
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published in 1966, by ALA. A chapter of this publication outlined crite- 
ria for recognizing special libraries. These were: 
1. The library must stress the handling of informational materials 
rather than recreational or educational materials. 
2. Generally, the library is part of a larger organization which has non- 
library objectives. 
3. The services of the library are limited to furthering the objectives 
of the sponsor and the collection of the library is delimited by the 
subject areas of particular interest of the sponsor. 
4.The librarian and his staff are the principal primary users of the 
library. It is their function to interpret the body of literature in the 
collection for the clientele.‘ 
These concepts and criteria for special libraries were not derived 
overnight. They came after a long battle, beginning at the turn of the 
century, to gain recognition for the concept of “special” libraries. Jesse 
H. Shera has described some of the early history: 
Shortly after the turn of the present century, John Cotton Dana ar-
rived at the conclusion that the public library was overlooking an im- 
portant segment of its potential service by failing to respond to the 
growing information needs of commerce and industry, and established 
the Business Branch of the Newark, New Jersey, Public Library [where] 
he inaugurated a form of librarianship the future promise of which 
probably even he did not then realize. Because no one h e w  what to 
call this new bibliographic breed, its members acquired the name of 
“special” librarian. The term was much less felicitious than the idea 
it represented for it is lacking in specscity and descriptive meaning, 
but it has persisted for more than half a century despite repeated at-
tempts to define it satisfactorily.* 
The lines of demarcation so separated the special librarians from 
the others that in 1909 a group under Dana’s leadership seceded from 
the ALA to form their own professional association. A year later, at 
the ALA conference at Mackinac Island, Dana made a last heroic effort 
to secure the incorporation of his followers into the ALA, but his efforts 
were ignored by the executive board. Subsequently SLA was incorpo- 
rated as an independent entity. 
John Cotton Dana, as the first president of SLA, was also the first 
spokesman for standards for special libraries. His presidential address 
was, in fact, the first of a long series of official statements and activities 
relating to the subject. 
The first twelve years of SLA were a gestation period for many ideas, 
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regarding standards. Special Libraries was then, as it is now, the forum 
in which these ideas were aired. Issues discussed in the journal in- 
cluded: qualifications for and certification of special librarians; scope, 
purposes and goals for special libraries; suggestions of specific areas in 
which standards were needed; and, tests for the efficiency of special 
libraries. Fuller discussion of these topics can be found in the Addi- 
tional References which are from a list compiled by Martha Jane Zac- 
hert. 
Probably the greatest concern throughout the years has been qualifi- 
cation and certification for special librarians. SLA, of course, was not 
the only group involved in this problem. In 1920ALA's Special Commit- 
tee on Certification, Standardization and Library Training recom-
mended a complete certification program.1° SLA met this challenge by 
appointing its own Committee on Certification in 1922.11The name of 
this committee was changed the following year to Committee on Train- 
ing.12 As such, it became one of SLA's most active committees. In 1936 
responsibility for recruitment was added to its assignmentsi3 In 1942 it 
became the Training and Professional Activities Committee14 and in 
1947 simply the Professional Activities Committee.15 
The most recent effort to formulate standards for special libraries 
started in the early 1960s under the direction of Samuel Sass (General 
Electric Company, Pittsfield, Massachusetts ), who was then chairman 
of the SLA Professional Standards Committee, With the help of the 
SLA chapter liaison officer and several chapters, six areas of concern 
were studied and reported to the committee for review and a prelimi- 
nary draft of standards was produced. This draft, however, lacked stan- 
dards for budgets, space and collections. 
In 1963 Agnes Brite (New England Mutual Life Insurance Com- 
pany, Boston, Massachusetts ) took charge of the Professional Stan- 
dards Committee. Activities that year included: 
1. distribution of the first draft of three sections of standards to 
selected members for review and comment; 
2. 	drawing up a list of kinds of special libraries in preparation for a 
survey; 
3. 	distribution of the list of kinds of special libraries to various mem- 
bers of the association with the request that names of excellent 
special libraries in each category be sent to the committee; 
4. compilation of a questionnaire to be used in the survey; 
5. 	distribution of the questionnaire to those special libraries included 
in the survey; 
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6. distribution of 	 the first draft of three sections to the Advisory 
Council for discussion at the Baltimore meeting; 
7. writing of a draft of the six sections by Ruth Leonard; and 
8. distribution of Leonard’s draft to the board of directors, the ad- 
visory council, and members attending the St. Louis convention. 
A 	 crucial event of the year was the selection of Ruth Leonard 
(School of Library Science, Simmons College, Boston, Massachusetts ) 
as a consultant. It was through her concerted efforts that the final draft 
of the “Objectives and Standards for Special Libraries” was approved 
by the Association’s board of directors on September 24, 1964 and 
printed in the December 1964 issue of Special Libraries. 
Following acceptance of the standards, the Professional Standards 
Committee sponsored the compilation of six profiles or composites of 
special libraries based on data obtained from the committee’s unpub- 
lished “Survey of Selected Libraries, 1964,” visits to libraries, and cor- 
respondence on conferences with some fifty librarians. The profiles ap- 
peared in Special Libraries in March, April, and May-June 1965. They 
supplement the standards, particularly in the several categories of li-
braries covered, by providing examples to substantiate the generalized 
statements, and by delineating applications of the principles to partic- 
ular types of libraries. 
As a follow-up, in 1967 the SLA Professional Standards Committee 
and the SLA Consultation Service Committee attempted to discover 
the extent to which SLA chapter consultation officers and the SLA-ap- 
proved professional consultants had found the standards a useful in- 
strument, by questionnaire and by a jointly sponsored open meeting at 
the annual SLA convention in New York City, May 29, 1967. The con- 
sensus was that the standards were being used as “guidelines” by both 
management and consultants, but that they were not at that time being 
used as extensively and as aggressively as they should have been. Their 
potential for use with management was not sufficiently recognized or 
explored. 
The SLA bord of directors, at the 1967 convention, approved the 
following recommendations of the Professional Standards committee: 
(1 )  that the Professional Standards Committee cooperate with the Sta- 
tistics Committee in the compilation of statistics and data necessary for 
consideration in revising standards and in compiling additional pro- 
files; (2) that the Professional Standards Committee explore with divi- 
sion chairmen the best means of promoting professional standards in 
their respective fields. 
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The Professional Standards Committee recognized that standards are 
not realistic or effective without valid supporting data, so that the 
trend of the committee’s thinking was increasingly towards the need 
for empirically established standards which, as opposed to “a priori” or 
“desirable” standards, would have a statistically valid base. Such a base 
was, of course, largely lacking. This lack, and the recognition of the 
interrelationship between standards and statistics, was in part the in- 
centive for the 1970 SLA reorganization of committee structure which 
combined the Professional Standards and Statistics Committees into 
one Standards Committee. This new committee, composed of individu- 
als representing academic, governmental, and industrial organization, 
has engaged in a mixture of the activities in which the two previous 
committees were involved, 
During 1971, for example, the Standards Committee provided liai- 
son with the American Library Association’s Statistics Coordinating 
Committee and with the U.S. Office of Education in planning the role 
that special libraries might play in a nationwide system for collecting 
and compiling library statistics. The committee chairman represented 
SLA on the 2-39 Sectional Committee of the American National Stan- 
dards Institute. The committee worked with the Federal Library 
Committee which, with U.S. Office of Education support, will gather 
statistical data on more than 1,900 federal libraries during 1972. The 
data gathered by this survey on the specialized libraries of the federal 
government will provide an important segment of the needed statistical 
base for standards. 
Another U.S. federal activity in which the committee was concerned 
involves one which will have major impact upon the development of 
operating and professional standards. This is the major revision of the 
U.S.Civil Service position evaluation and classification standards being 
proposed by the commission’s Task Force on Job Evaluation and Pay 
Policy Review. The committee was afforded an opportunity to com- 
ment on the proposed revision which would place the commission sol-
idly in support of empirically based standards by changing the current 
evaluation procedure which compares the evaluated position with a 
governmentwide, commission-developed standard to a procedure 
which uses actual job descriptions (selected as bench marks), as stan- 
dards.la 
An additional task, assigned to the Standards Committee in 1970, 
was the implementation of SLA’s fourth goal to determine future em- 
ployment needs for special librarians, This assignment again highlights 
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the problem of identifying those libraries which would provide a valid 
statistical base for the survey. The survey will attempt to determine by 
questionnaire trends in number of positions and qualifications of spe-
cial librarians in the U.S. and Canada for the base year of 1972. 
Because SLA covers such a broad spectrum of special libraries, and 
because “special libraries must develop and maintain the closest possi- 
ble correlation with the policies and aims of the institution they serve 
in order to retain their ability to respond most closely to the require- 
ments of the staff,”17 SLA standards have generally tended to reflect 
only minimum requirements. Special libraries serving such areas as law 
and medicine, however, must meet the further requirements of such 
associations as the American Bar Association and the American Associa- 
tion of Law Libraries and the American Medical Society and the Medi- 
cal Library Association. Other libraries serving federal, state and mu- 
nicipal governments, industry associations and educational associations 
must meet standards set up by such organizations. The United States 
Civil Service Commission Position Classification Standards are repre- 
sentative of the complexity and diversity of federal libraries. There are 
further complications when one considers that subject-oriented special 
libraries can serve a multiplicity of organizations; and that organiza- 
tions often require the services of several subject-oriented libraries. An 
example of this complex pattern may be found in special libraries serv- 
ing state governments.ls 
Law libraries present a good example of how some of these problems 
have been handled in the past. Because of the mixed nature of law li- 
braries, law librarians have looked in many directions for standards. 
The American Association of Law Libraries has had numerous commit- 
tees concerned with staff and service standards but has not come up 
with an association standard. In general, most law libraries consider 
themselves “special” libraries and refer to the “Objectives and Stan- 
dards for Special Libraries” of SLA regarding standards for staff library 
materials, services and budget. 
Since the beginning of the century, the American Bar Association, 
the association of American Law Schools and the American Association 
of Law Libraries have been vitally concerned with standards for law 
schools and their libraries, The AALS has been most consistent and 
persistent in formulating higher minimum standards for law libraries. 
In addition to specifying standards for staff and services for a library 
collection capable of sustaining a modern curriculum and a full-scale 
student and faculty research program, the standards of the Association 
L m m y  TRENDS[256 1 
Special LibTaTies 
of American Law Schools specify the materials which must be in the 
collection of an AALS approved law school library. These standards are 
reported each year in the AALS Proceedings. Although they are in- 
tended as a guide to materials basic to legal education, most of the re- 
quired materials are needed in libraries which serve the bench and the 
bar. 
State law libraries also provide an example of the application of 
functional standards to library operations. State law library service may 
be provided either by independent libraries or by divisions of other 
state agencies. Some of the libraries presently provide legislative refer- 
ence services and exchanges of state legal materials, case reports and 
statutes. The primary function is to serve the state officials in all three 
departments of state government. The recent American Library Associ- 
ation publication, Standards for Library Functions at the State Leuel, 
1963 and its revisions, set many applicable standards that are being 
implemented in these libraries. These standards are mainly qualitative. 
Some law librarians do not believe that standards can be enforced by 
any regulatory agency for bar association libraries, county law libraries 
or state law libraries because no such agency exists. It is felt that qual- 
ity standards must come primarily from the attitudes of the law librari- 
ans themselves in what they accept or what they try to do with the 
libraries they work in.l9 A similar pattern may be found in medical li- 
braries. 
In general it may be stated that the more specific the objectives of 
the clientele the library serves, the greater the number of qualifications 
the library must meet, and the more difficult it is to set quantitative 
measures. “So far, standards have been applied to the library only. 
They should also be applied to the library in the framework of its total 
environment.’’2o In this environment special library sponsors are now 
asking difficult questions. Does the library’s collection and services 
promise results which serve the objectives of the sponsoring institution? 
Does the library promise results commensurate with its costs to the 
sponsoring institution? While the test of “what good is it” cannot be 
simplistically applied to special libraries, there must be standards by 
which a failure to distinguish between ineffectual collections of infor- 
mation and an effective special library can be avoided. Standards 
which allow for the dynamic environment which surrounds special li- 
braries are especially needed. Wessel and Cohrssen in their state-of- 
the-art report on operational standards summarize the problem by say- 
ing, “Evaluation and measurement could be applied to library objec- 
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tives and standards. Determining objectives is relatively easy, but es- 
tablishing standards is extremely difficult in a dynamic environment, 
since the work is usually creative and nonrepetitive, and precedent has 
limited applicability.”21 
A discussion of future trends in standards for special libraries is inev- 
itably more speculative and generalized than a review of the past. It is 
therefore appropriate to discuss the effects of some general social 
trends such as: the changing attitudes towards all established institu- 
tions, including libraries; a questioning of both the objectives and 
achievements of these institutions; and the increasing impact of tech- 
nology through the use of mechanized procedures (whose initial and 
continuing costs can be more easily identified) to substitute for or sup- 
plement human effort. Because this new equipment, which supports 
these new procedures, includes increasingly sophisticated “counting 
machines” or computers, increasing collection, storage, and manipula- 
tion of statistical data is encouraged. 
These general social trends seem to be coalescing toward a reevalu- 
ation of the role of libraries, particularly special libraries, which will 
include the more detailed consideration of costs, both mechanical and 
human. 
In the past, among librarians and others, there has been a resistance 
to development and even to the thought of the concepts necessary to a 
thorough appraisal of the costs involved in library operations. Exami- 
nation of library literature reflects this resistance. Harold Olsen, in his 
literature review on the economics of information, describes this litera- 
ture as: “quite spotty and often fuzzy in content. A general framework 
in which to place particular studies is lacking.”22 More realistic and 
consistent standards are an essential part of this missing framework. 
Of course, general social trends affect the development of standards 
for all libraries; however these trends are likely to affect special li-
braries more immediately and drastically because, as integral parts of 
nonlibrary organizations with often quite specific and short-term objec- 
tives, special libraries have less recourse to “resistance” positions than 
those libraries who are associated with cultural and educational institu- 
tions having more general and long-term objectives. Thus, special li- 
braries have both the need and opportunity to develop standards 
which will be: 
1. flexible in application to a variety of operating conditions, 
2. comprehensive in coverage of all library functions, 
3. valid for cost-benefit analysis, and 
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4.supportive to the objectives of the organizations of which the library 
is a part, 
Although empirically based standards for special libraries will have 
something in common with the standards developed for other libraries, 
this commonality should not be emphasized or expanded to such an 
extent that special libraries are evaluated upon this commonality at 
the expense of their effectiveness in helping to achieve the objectives of 
their parent organizations. 
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Standards for Library Service in Institutions: 
A. In the Correctional Setting 
A N D R E E  B A I L E Y  
THEFIRST official standards for library service in 
adult correctional institutions were approved by the executive com- 
mittee of the American Prison Association on May 14, 1943 and by the 
executive board of the American Library Association in January 1944. 
Titled “Objectives and Standards for Libraries in Adult Prisons and 
Reformatories,” they were published as a supplement to the July- 
August 1943 issue of The Prison Wwlld. In 1946 they became Chapter 
10 of the American Prison Association’s Manual of Suggested Stan- 
dards for a State Correctional System1 Thus began the history of 
standards for prison libraries. 
Prior to the 1943 standards there were few materials specifically pre- 
pared to guide correctional institutions in the establishment and opera- 
tion of libraries. In 1916 Carrie Emma Scott, assisted by the ALA Com- 
mittee on Library Work in Hospitals and in Charitable and Correc- 
tional Institutions, compiled the Manual for Institution Libraries.2 Aus-
tin MacCormick‘s The Education of Adult Prisoners, published in 1931 
and considered a landmark work in this field, contained an extensive 
and helpful chapter and two appendices on libraries in penal institu- 
t i o n ~ . ~The ALA published The Prison Library Handbook in 1932 as a 
guide for persons untrained in organizing institution libraries. It 
adapted established professional standards for routine work to the in- 
stitutional ~e t t ing .~  
The Library Manual for Correctional Institutions, prepared by the 
Committee on Institution Libraries of the American Prison Association, 
was published in 1950. Its organization was similar to the 1932 Hand-
book but included the “Objectives and Standards for Libraries in Adult 
Prisons and Reformatories.”s 
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These first standards were security-minded, contained information 
for handling routine library procedures, listed selection aids and mate- 
rials for the reference collection, and suggested strong cooperation 
with the education department. The importance of a trained librarian, 
a regular library budget, a well-selected materials collection, and suit- 
able library quarters was stressed. 
Revised editions of these standards appeared in the 1954 and 1959 
editions of the Manual of Correctional Standards. In 1962 the Com- 
mittee on Institution Libraries of the American Correctional Associa- 
tion prepared new standards which were approved by the ALA and 
ACA. These standards, more compactly written and in a different for- 
mat, constituted a major revision of the earlier ones. They stressed ser- 
vices, called for a book collection of no less than 6,000 well-selected 
volumes with at least ten books per inmate, and specified the particu- 
lars for a staff library. The number of recommended library staff was 
increased to accommodate larger institutions. An institution with a pop- 
ulation up to 1,000 inmates would require one professional librarian; an 
institution with a population over 3,500 inmates would need one pro- 
fessional librarian, one professional assistant librarian, one correctional 
officer and one library technician or senior clerk. 
The 1962 standards were reviewed and minor revisions made by 
both the ACA and ALA before they were included in the 1966 Manual 
of Correctional Standards. They have provided the direction for correc- 
tional libraries. When followed, this direction has provided quality li- 
brary service in an institution on par with quality service in a public 
library. 
A new edition of the Manual of Correctional Standards is in prepara- 
tion, The format of the new standards will be different from previous 
ones. Basically, it will include a general historical discussion of the sub- 
ject, a clear-cut and concise statement of objectives, specific standards 
which relate to the statement of objectives, and rationale for the stan- 
dards statement. These standards will be written on a functional rather 
than an organizational level, and they will show a continuum of ser-
vices rather than segmented ones. 
The ACA and the ALA have had consistent involvement in the efforts 
to improve library service in correctional institutions. In 1238 the ACA 
established the standing Committee on Institution Libraries6 The ALA 
was actively involved in the prison library field as early as 1911 when a 
Committee on Libraries in Federal Prisons reported on its efforts to im- 
prove library services in federal penitentiaries.' These two organizations 
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have cooperated over the years, but in 1960 this relationship became 
stronger when the ACA approved a standing committee, the ACA/ 
ALA (Association of Hospital and Institution Libraries) Joint Commit- 
tee on Institution LibrariesS8 This committee is composed of members 
of both organizations and its projects reflect the thinking of both 
groups. 
Correctional library standards have been prepared by the ACA Com- 
mittee on Institution Libraries and approved by both the ACA and the 
ALA. They stand as an excellent example of the cooperative spirit in 
existence between the two groups. 
Objectives and standards were first developed nearly twenty-nine 
years ago; their full implementation has yet to be achieved. In 1966 a 
survey of the services, facilities, and resources in federal and state-sup- 
ported correctional institutions was conducted by AHIL. Of the 294 
institutions queried, 150 reported that many of the libraries were poorly 
housed, inadequately staffed, and inadequately funded. There were very 
few professional librarians in institution^.^ Only $323,941 was reported 
spent for salaries, when minimum standards called for $3,762,000. The 
total amount spent for library materials was $214,130; standards re- 
quired $1,577,713. The total operating expenditure reported was only 
$531,610 when it should have been $4,591,840. The number of volumes 
needed to bring the libraries to the minimum standard of ten books per 
inmate was 1,031,720.10 Of the 1,298,271 volumes reported, it was esti- 
mated that from 50 to 90percent were substandard or obsolete. 
There has been no official survey conducted since 1966, but there has 
been increased library activity in the institutions. A major reason for 
this has been Title IV of the Library Services and Construction Act. 
This legislation, passed in 1966, provided federal money for institu- 
tional libraries in each state on a matching basis. This act was amended 
in 1971 and placed library services for institutions under Title I with 
services for public libraries. Title IV provided limited funds; under 
Title I a state is not restricted to a specific amount for institution li- 
braries. Exemplifying the effect LSCA can have on state correction 
libraries is Louisiana where library service in three adult correctional 
institutions was inaugurated within two and one-half years of the 
passage of Title IV.I1 Under LSCA most state libraries have also estab- 
lished a position for an institution library consultant. These consultants 
have cooperated with correctional institutions in planning, organizing 
and implementing library services within the institutions. 
Several state departments of correction have added a coordinator of 
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library services to their staffs. This position assures the improvement of 
the library in the institution by placing the responsibility for the library 
on a particular person, rather than making it a secondary concern of 
the chaplain, a teacher, or a recreation director. 
Even with the improvements made since the advent of LSCA, Title 
IV, responses to a recent inquiry mailed to the institution consultants of 
the state libraries revealed that in many states a wide gap still exists 
between actual library practice and standards. Few states felt that they 
met the standards, however, many reported improved collections and 
progress in providing qualified librarians. One reply summarized the 
general situation: “good things are happening in . . . correctional li- 
braries but not as rapidly as we might wish.”12 
Trends in the field of corrections promise to affect library services 
and library standards. More emphasis is being placed on community 
involvement today; there are work release programs which allow an 
inmate to work in the community while fulfilling his sentence. Educa- 
tion release programs permit an inmate to attend an outside educa- 
tional institution to obtain courses and degrees not offered within the 
correctional institutions. Consideration is being given to community- 
based alternatives to incarceration; alternatives which may permit such 
people as narcotics offenders, one-time offenders, and minor offenders 
to be released into community treatment centers under the supervision 
of parole and probation per~onne1.l~ 
Since there is a movement away from the large isolated institution to 
smaller facilities located in populated areas, it is logical to assume that 
the public library will be called upon to participate more actively in 
the service provided to correction institutions. Correctional libraries 
will become more involved in library networks, utilizing the collections 
of other institutions as well as public and state libraries. 
Libraries standards for the 1970s must reflect not only the changes in 
correctional thinking but must also incorporate new library techniques. 
They must be adaptable to the small short-term institution as well as 
the large institution. They must enlarge the scope of the correctional 
library to that of a learning center with all types of materials and 
equipment for learning and recreation. Previous standards have em- 
phasized printed material; they now need to give particular promi- 
nence to all types of audiovisual materials. 
The United States Supreme Court has recently defined a prisoner’s 
right of access to legal research materials as an extension of his right of 
access to the and library standards should contain guidelines 
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for providing access to these materials, Emphasis needs to be placed 
upon the correctional library’s participation in cooperative library net- 
works as a means of expanding its collection and services. And special 
attention must be given to the preparation of standards for juvenile 
correctional institutions. One document which has been specifically di- 
rected to these institutions, Institutions Serving Delinquent Children, 
Guides and Goals, includes a section on library s e ~ i c e s . ~ ~  The writing 
of the juvenile standards is a current project of the ACA/ALA (AHIL) 
Joint Committee on Institution Libraries. 
The ACA has acknowledged the need for an organized program of 
voluntary accreditation. The Manual of Correctional Standards will 
serve as a foundation on which to build this program. The implications 
of such a program on the library standards are that it will focus atten- 
tion upon meeting them and will call for a commitment to strive con- 
tinuously to improve the services and programs of the library.le Imple- 
mentation of the accreditation program will result in a new chapter in 
the history of prison library standards-a chapter which will show a 
more concerted effort to apply the standards and an improved status 
for correctional libraries. 
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Ln3RARY TRENDS 
Standards for Library Service in Institutions: 
B. In the Health Care Setting 
H E L E N  YAST 
FOURPHENOMENA are obvious to the student of 
standards for library service in health care institutions : the multiplicity 
of terms used as synonyms for “standards”; the ambiguity of the desig- 
nation “hospital library”; the dichotomy of “service to staff and “ser- 
vice to patients”; and the plethora of involved agencies. The first phe- 
nomenon is shared by every contributor to this issue of Library Trends. 
What are the differences between standards, guidelines, fundamentals, 
criteria, norms, requirements, principles, essentials? For the purpose 
of this article the broadest possible interpretation of the word “stan- 
dard” has been applied; it is quite possible other authors in this issue 
whose subject field is less amorphous than the health care field will 
have interpreted “standards” much more narrowly. 
To illustrate the lack of understanding or agreement on what a hos- 
pital library is, one need only review the cross references which appear 
in Library Literature for the term “hospital libraries”: “Public libraries 
-Services to hospitals,” “State libraries-Services to hospitals,” “State 
and provincial library agencies-Services to hospitals and institutions,” 
“Medical libraries,” “Institution libraries,” “Reading-Special groups of 
readers-Hospital patients,” and “Bibliotherapy.” The confusion is com- 
pounded by the involvement of three kinds of agencies: library, health, 
and governmental organizations at the international, national, regional 
and state levels. This preview provides background for the examination 
of the numerous and various standards for libraries in health care facil- 
ities which have been developed during the past forty years. 
In 1953 the Hospital Libraries Division of ALA issued Hospital Li-
braries: Objectives and Standards: a nineteen-page publication based 
on standards which had been developed in 1937 by Perrie Jones, a pio- 
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neer in library service to patients. The 1953 publication represented 
the joint effort of committees of three library associations: American 
Library Association, Medical Library Association and Special Libraries 
Association. Arranged in three parts (patients’ library, hospital medical 
library, and school of nursing library) the standards covered the objec- 
tive, staffing, collection, budget, location and equipment for each type 
of library; quantitative recommendations were frequently made. Each 
of the three parts carried not only the endorsement of the three library 
associations but also that of other appropriate organizations: the Amer- 
ican College of Surgeons and the American Hospital Association for the 
first two parts, and the National League for Nursing for the third. 
Although these standards were reprinted in 1962 by the Association 
of Hospital and Institution Libraries (formerly the Hospital Libraries 
Division of ALA), the health field recognized that only a thorough re- 
vision could do the job that was needed. In the mid-l960s, AHIL ap- 
pointed a Hospital Library Standards Committee with representation 
from ALA, MLA, SLA and related library and health care agencies; the 
charge to the committee was to revise the 1953 standards. After several 
years’ work, in 1968 the committee prepared a draft which, after sev- 
eral revisions, was published in 1970 as Standards for Library Sertiices 
in Health Care Institutions.2 In March 1970, these standards were en- 
dorsed by the AHA which distributed 6,376 copies to its institutional 
members the following July. 
In  several major ways these 1970 standards differed from the original 
1953 edition: emphasis moved from “libraries” to “library service”; a 
unified library serving the entire hospital population was encouraged; 
quantitative criteria were eliminated; elements common to both pa- 
tients’ libraries and health science libraries were combined into a single 
section on “Management of Library Services”; and “hospitals” became 
“health care institutions.” The idea, introduced in the 1953 statement, 
that a qualified, competent, professional librarian is the key to good 
library service, was reinforced in the 1970 edition. In both “The Health 
Science Library” and “The Patients’ Library” sections, the following el- 
ements were covered: objectives, services, collections, and space and 
equipment. All recommendations were presented as “shoulds” rather 
than “shalls,” obliquely indicating a deficiency not only in this docu- 
ment but in many so-called standards which tend to be encouraging 
rather than enforcing. 
The new standards became the topic for discussion at several 1970- 
71 library and hospital meetings; in general they were well received. 
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Eleanor Phinney, AHIL’s executive secretary at the time the standards 
were developed, repliedS to one critical c ~ m m e n t , ~  explaining that the 
standards were couched in terms of principles rather than quantitative 
measures because of the breadth and variety of institutions in which 
these standards would be used. 
In a communication “To the Editor” Elizabeth Adkins5 objected 
to the adoption of standards for hospital libraries by library associ- 
ations without prior review and approval by practicing hospital li-
brarians; she evidently was unaware of the fact that five of the nine 
librarians who comprised the Hospital Library Standards Committee 
were employed by hospitals at the time they served on the committee. 
A more valid criticism of the composition of the committee’s member- 
ship might have been that, with the single exception of the American 
Hospital Association’s appointee to the committee, the library user had 
no representation. In this age of consumerism, it is hoped that in the 
formulation of future editions of the standards students, physicians, ad- 
ministrative staff and patients will have an opportunity to participate 
and provide input. 
AHIL views standard-setting as an ongoing function and has 
charged its Standards Committee with the responsibility of continu- 
ously studying all AHIL-sponsored library standards for currency and 
relevance, determining the need for new standards, and maintaining 
liaison with other standard-setting agencies. 
Two other units of ALA which are involved in library service in 
health care institutions are the Public Library Association and the 
American Association of State Libraries. The former in its Minimum 
Standards for Public Library Systems, 1966, states: “The library system 
should have materials for, and provide services to, individuals and 
groups with special needs”;6 “individuals and groups” is interpreted to 
include patients and inmates of hospitals and institutions and “services” 
to include ease of access, new techniques of service, specialized materi- 
als, staff with special competence and financial support. In its 1970 
standards, AASL includes two statements relevant to library service in 
health care institutions. Standard 15 reads : “State library consultant 
service should emphasize guidance in special aspects of library 
service’’;’ among the special aspects is service to the handicapped and 
institutionalized. Standards 49,50 and 51 assign the following responsi- 
bilities to the state library: 
49. A clear and continuing official relationship should exist between state 
library agencies and officials with responsibility for the libraries which 
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the state maintains for its health, welfare and correctional programs. 
50. The library programs maintained in state institutions should be an 
integral part of their treatment and rehabilitation programs. 
51. The resources of state institutional libraries should meet the immedi- 
ate administrative and technical needs of the staff, and should be 
tied into networks of resources for specialized materials not held 
within the institutions.8 
Appendix 2 of AASL's standards analyzes the relationships and respon- 
sibilities of the state library agency to other state agencies and refers to 
library standards developed by other associations which have a bearing 
on library service in state institutions.9 
The MLA's principal effort in standardization has been in the area of 
standards for personnel rather than standards for libraries although its 
requirement for institutional membership (or library having more than 
1,000 volumes, regularly receives not less than twenty-five medical or 
allied scientific serials of good standing, maintains stated regular hours 
and is in the charge of a qualified attendant) might possibly be con- 
strued as a standard. 
The following activities of MLA illustrate its concern for the quality 
of library service in health care institutions : 
1. At its 1962 annual meeting a symposium on library standards was 
presented.lO Among the participants were representatives of the 
American Medical Association, the Joint Commission on Accredita- 
tion of Hospitals and the National League for Nursing. 
2. 	MLA was represented on the Hospital Library Standards Com- 
mittee and approved the 1970 standards.11 
3. MLA issues a checklist addressed to the hospital administrator, 
listing self-evaluative questions concerning the librarian, the col- 
lection and the facilities.12 
In the area of personnel, MLA has directed its attention to both the 
professional librarian and the library technician. The history of its cer- 
tification code13 has been well covered by Miriam Libbey.14 Problems 
posed by the certification program were reviewed by Vilma Proctor at 
MLA's 1966 annual meeting and in subsequent discussion and corre- 
~p0ndence.l~The code has been under intensive study recently and an 
Ad Hoe Committee to Develop a New Certification Code has submit- 
ted to MLA's board of directors a report which will be considered at 
MLA's 1972 annual meeting in San Diego. 
In the summer of 1967 MLA established an Ad Hoc Committee on 
Standards for Medical Library Technician Training with responsibility 
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for (1) defining the position “medical library technician” and analyz- 
ing its duties, and (2)  developing criteria for medical library techni- 
cian programs. The committee’s reportla was presented at MLA’s sixty-
eighth annual meeting in 1969 and endorsed by a mail vote the follow- 
ing year. 
Paralleling the activities of library associations during the past sev- 
eral decades, many voluntary health agencies have made significant 
contributions to better library service in hospitals and other institutions 
of medical care. In the early days, the hospital accrediting agency was 
ACS, organized in 1913. Five years later ACS inaugurated its Hospital 
Standardization Program, a movement to improve the hospital care of 
the sick and injured. In 1932 ACS published its first list of books recom- 
mended for use in the hospital medical library1‘ and in its 1940 Manual 
of Hospital Standardization included a minimum standard for the hos- 
pital medical library.l* The five elements covered in the 1940 standards 
for the hospital medical library were content, housing, personnel, ex- 
tension facilities and library committee. Although the standards called 
for “the supervision of a qualified librarian,” the sentence which 
followed-“She shall act as custodian of its contents”-indicated a lack 
of understanding of the role of a librarian or the qualifications re- 
quired. It is interesting to note that in each of the five factors, “shall,” 
not “should,” was the term used. 
When in 1952, the cost and scope of the hospital accreditation pro- 
gram outgrew the administrative capability of any one organization, 
the JCAH was established with representation from the following orga- 
nizations: American College of Physicians, American College of Sur- 
geons, American Hospital Association, American Medical Association, 
and Canadian Medical Association. Eight years later the Canadian or- 
ganization withdrew and in cooperation with three other Canadian or- 
ganizations formed the Canadian Council on Hospital Accreditation. 
On December 6, 1952 the Hospital Standardization Program of ACS 
was officially conveyed to the JCAH. 
In 1953 the JCAH published its first set of standards which included 
the medical library as a desirable but not essential requirement for 
accreditation; the standard for the medical library read: 
1. Organization. There shall be a medical library directed by a competent 
medical librarian. 
2, Facilities. Books and journals shall be catalogued and shall be readily 
accessible. 
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3. 	Personnel. Personnel shall be provided to assure efficient service to 
the medical ~ t a f F . ~ ~  
Two facts became apparent: (1)ACS’s “qualified librarian” had be- 
come JCAH’s “competent librarian” although criteria for judging com- 
petency were still lacking, and (2) library service was the physician’s 
prerogative with no provision for service to other hospital staff mem- 
bers. 
Three years later the JCAH published a revision of its standards in 
which the medical library became an essential service. This time the 
factors for the medical library had increased from three to four, but the 
librarian, formerly “qualified” or “competent,” now became nonexistent: 
a. 	The hospital must maintain a medical reference library according to 
the needs of the hospital. 
b. Facilities should be provided to meet the requirements of;the services 
in the h o s r l .  
c. 	Basic text ooks and current periodicals should be available and cat- 
alogued according to the needs of the hospital. 
d. Personnel should be provided to assure efficient service to the medical 
staff ,20 
In the 1957 edition of the JCAH standards, these requirements re- 
mained unchanged. Three years later another edition was published in 
which the only change was the deletion of “reference” in “medical ref- 
erence library.” Although ‘heeds of the hospital” appeared twice in the 
statements, the “medical staff continued to be the only segment of the 
hospital stafE entitled to efficient service. In 1964 and 1965 the stan- 
dards for hospital accreditation were revised, but the 1960 medical li-
brary standard was not altered. 
The hospital field was becoming increasingly aware that a patch- 
work, piecemeal, annual or biennial revision of accreditation standards 
was inadequate to meet the hospital’s changing needs. Therefore in 
1967 the JCAH undertook the colossal project of completely rewriting 
its standards. To insure relevant and reliable standards and to utilize 
the expertise in the field, thirty advisory committees were established, 
one of which was the Medical Library Advisory Committee. The three 
physicians, one hospital administrator and five librarians who served on 
this committee met May 16, 1968 under the chairmanship of George 
Fahlund, a doctor. The first draft of the new standards hammered out 
in the day-long meeting reflected many of the changes which had oc- 
curred in the preceding three decades; even the title, “Professional Li-
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brary Service,” indicated the change in direction from service only to 
physicians to service to the professions. 
The MLAC reviewed and revised two drafts, suggesting changes and 
correcting inaccuracies. Finally in October 1969, the JCAH published 
Standards for Accreditation of Hospitals Plus Provisional Interpretations 
with the statement that the JCAH had approved the principles and 
standards but that the interpretations remained to be tested. Librarians 
who had served on the MLAC were disappointed to find that in this 
document the JCAH had diluted or deleted some of their most signifi- 
cant recommendations. The basic standard reads: “Library services 
shall be made available to the medical and hospital staff. There shall 
be books, periodicals and other materials appropriate to meet their 
needs.”21 The interpretation outlined three areas of service: reference, 
document delivery, and audiovisual; required an adequate and avail- 
able basic collection; and recommended that in hospitals providing ex- 
tensive library service at least one full-time librarian should be em- 
ployed. 
After the field testing and subsequent revisions the standards were 
published in final form in 1971.22 The differences between this final 
statement and the 1969 version were minor and librarians were dis- 
heartened to find the same weaknesses and gaps as had appeared in the 
1969 version.ll The most frequent criticism by librarians of the JCAH 
accreditation program is that the review of the library by the JCAH 
survey team is too often a perfunctory one and that only rarely does a 
surveyor examine the library in depth or follow up on information the 
librarian has provided prior to his visit in the survey questionnaire.2s In 
a very real sense the JCAH standards for library service are not stan- 
dards at all but only guidelines or suggestions. 
In 1971, the Accreditation Council for Psychiatric Facilities, a unit of 
JCAH, published in looseleaf form Footnotes t o  the Accreditation Man- 
ual for Hospitals,24 to be used as a fuller interpretation of the Manual 
when applied to psychiatric facilities. The Footnotes suggest appropri- 
ate modifications in the professional library standard to meet the needs 
of a psychiatric institution. Currently in preparation by the Accredita- 
tion Council for Psychiatric Facilities and scheduled for 1972 publica- 
tion is an accreditation manual for psychiatric facilities which is using 
as a basis Footnotes mentioned above and Standards for Psychiatric 
Facilities, published in 1969 by the American Psychiatric Association. 
APA’s standard 35 states: “A professional library shall be maintained 
according to the needs of the staff, Basic textbooks, current periodicals, 
OCTOBER, 1972 
 [2731 
HELEN YAST 
and other materials appropriate to the needs of the facility’s profes- 
sional and technical staff should be readily a~a i lab le .”~~ APA mentions 
the patients’ library in its standards but only in discussing activities 
programs (standard 32), not as an independent standard; in this dis- 
cussion no mention is made of a “librarian” and to the dismay of librari- 
ans the familiar “should” recommendation has eroded to “may”: 
“There may also be a conveniently located patient library.”z6 Similar 
cursory treatment of the patients’ library is found on page 63 of APA’s 
Standards for Psychiatric Facilities Serving Children and Adolescentszr 
where the library again appears only as one of many possible daily ac- 
tivities. On page 66 of this document standard 46 covers the profes- 
sional library and is similar to standard 35 mentioned above with the 
exception that “shall” has now become “will.” One wonders if the 
gamut of “shall” to “will” to “should” to “may” ends in oblivion. 
Returning to the JCAH after this slight digression into the psychiat- 
ric milieu, one finds that in addition to standards for hospitals, the 
JCAH published accreditation standards for extended care, nursing 
care and resident care facilities in 1968. The requirement for the refer- 
ence library reads: “A reference library containing journals and current 
textbooks on fundamentals of nursing and rehabilitation techniques ap- 
propriate to the services offered is desirable and should be readily ac- 
cessible to the patient/resident care staff. The scope of material be- 
yond this minimum will depend on the specific needs of each facility.”28 
The Accreditation Council for Long-Term Care Facilities, another 
unit of the JCAH, is currently reviewing these 1968 standards and ex- 
pects to publish a new edition late in 1972. 
A third specialized unit of the JCAH is the Accreditation Council for 
Facilities for the Mentally Retarded which in 1971 published Stan-
dards for Residential Facilities for the Mentally Retarded. The library 
service sectionZQ was developed by a Review Committee for Library 
Services which met January 6, 1971 under the chainvomanship of Mar- 
garet Hannigan. There are ten separate statements covering in great 
detail the provisions of complete and integrated multi-media informa- 
tion services to both staff and residents, The statements present a curi- 
ous mixture of “shalls” and “shoulds.” They tend to be policy pro- 
nouncements rather than standards or criteria, and in length and 
wealth of detail they surpass any of the JCAH’s other standards for 
libraries or library service. 
The Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities is 
sponsored by six organizations: American Hospital Association, Section 
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on Rehabilitation and Chronic Disease Hospitals; Goodwill Industries 
of America, Inc.; International Association of Rehabilitation Facilities 
(representing the merger of Association of Rehabilitation Centers and 
National Association of Sheltered Workshops and Homebound Pro- 
grams ); National Association of Hearing and Speech Agencies; National 
Easter Seal Society for Crippled Children and Adults; and National 
Rehabilitation Association. In November 1971it published its Standards 
Manual for Rehabilitation Facilities without any mention of a library. 
Its standard 4.4.2states that the facility should encourage and support 
professional growth and development through ready access to profes- 
sional reference material relevant to the service and to rehabilitation in 
general. This requirement is interpreted as follows: 
The specification that each service unit should have access to resource 
material relevant to rehabilitation in general is based on the assumption 
that each professional staff member will have a personal collection of 
basic books and periodicals which he has acquired in his professional 
studies and to which he adds during his professional lifetime. However, 
beyond this, the facility has a responsibility to provide reference ma-
terial which is especially pertinent to the program and purposes for the 
facility, plus such additional general reference material as is appropriate 
but may be too expensive for the individual staff member to purchase.3o 
This recommendation of primary reliance on personal collections ap- 
pears to be a giant step backwards, and librarians should express their 
concern in this matter to CARF. It is hoped that the next edition of 
CARF standards will identify the professional library as a necessary 
department in the rehabilitation institution and will further recognize 
the importance of library service to patients. 
The American Medical Association mentions the hospital medical li-
brary in its publication Directory of Approwd Internships and Resi- 
dencies 1971 -1972. For interns : 
It is essential that there be an adequate medical library readily acces- 
sible to the house staff. To facilitate its use, the library should be properly 
supervised. It should contain a useful collection of standard textbooks, 
monographs, and reference books. In addition. the library must make 
readily available to the intern staff current issues of representative medi- 
cal journals covering the major clinical fields, The library need not neces- 
sarily contain a large number of textbooks and journals, particularly if 
other resources are available to it. Such outside facilities, however, should 
be considered supplementary to, and not a substitute for, the hospital 
library.sl 
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For residents: 
Institutions offering approved residencies should maintain an adequate 
medical library containing carefully selected, authoritative medical text- 
books and monographs, recent editions of the Index Medicus, and cur- 
rent medical journals in the various branches of medicine and surgery in 
which training is being conducted. 
The medical library should be in the charge of a qualified person who 
should act not only as custodian of its contents, but also arrange for the 
necessary cataloguing and indexing which will facilitate reference work 
by the resident and attending staff. A permanent committee of the medi- 
cal staff should be responsible for the organization and development of 
this department. 
The medical library should be readily accessible to the resident staff, 
located if practicable, within the main building of the hospital. Its size 
may depend to some extent on the availability and the use which can 
be made of other library facilities in nearby institutions. Every hospital 
conducting graduate training must have, however, a basic collection of 
medical texts and journals available for ready reference, whether or not 
accessory facilities are available.52 
In these AMA standards, as in so many of the others reviewed in the 
preparation of this article, the familiar “adequate,” “qualified,” “readily 
accessible,” and “should continue to reappear. It is not surprising to 
find many substandard libraries in teaching hospitals when one consid- 
ers how inadequate the AMA’s ‘‘Essentials’’ statements are. 
An innovative approach to standards for hospital libraries was pro- 
posed last year by the Academy of Osteopathic Directors of Medical 
Education. This group developed minimal requirements covering per- 
sonnel, space, classification and organization, utilization tools, text-
books, discard program, periodicals ( current subscriptions and bound 
volumes), and hours for libraries in osteopathic hospitals approved for 
intern and/or resident training. In most of the categories two mini- 
mums were listed-the recommended minimum and the required mini- 
mum; for “classification and organization” and “utilization tools” there 
was no choice-just a single requirement. The AODME recommenda- 
tions, submitted to the Committee on Postdoctoral Training of the 
American Osteopathic Association were adopted in November 1971; 
copies of the guidelines are available from the association, 212 East 
Ohio Street, Chicago 60611. 
As one of the four member organizations of the JCAH, the AHA sup-
ports the JCAH’s accreditation program rather than developing any 
standards independently. In 1969, however, it did publish a “Statement 
on the Role of the Health Science Library in the Hospital” which merits 
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mention here. In this statement “service to all” is underscored and li-
braries are urged to participate in library systems and communications 
networks. Copies of this statement (S57) are available from AHA, 840 
North Lake Shore Drive, Chicago 60611. 
So far, this review has made almost no mention of nursing school li-
braries. In a way, they seem to fit more properly in a discussion of edu- 
cational institutions rather than health care institutions. However, since 
diploma programs in nursing are hospital-based, acknowledgment of 
the efforts of the National League for Nursing to upgrade libraries in 
nursing schools must be included. In its Criteria for the Evaluation of 
Diploma Programs in Nursing the NLN requires that “the library facil- 
ities and resources meet the needs of the students and the 
This requirement is amplified in a 1971publication, Toward Excellence 
in Nursing Education, which refers to the ALA standards2 as well as to 
those of NLN. One statement in the 1971 publication refers to the 
trend of unifying libraries within the hospital: “Some faculties prefer to 
maintain separate libraries for their schools; others prefer to share a 
combined library with other groups, having found that the pooling of 
library resources makes for more extensive and better holdings and a 
larger and better-qualified library staff .”34 A third NLN publication, 
Guide for the Development of Libraries for Schools of offers 
suggestions on the collection, readers‘ services, technical services, 
sta5ng, library committee, space and equipment, and budget. 
Organized in 1879, the United Hospital Fund of New York is Ameri- 
ca’s oldest federated charity. Since the early 1940s the UHF has been 
encouraging hospitals to provide library service to patients, especially 
where the service is established and maintained by volunteers. Its Es-
sentials for Patients’ Libraries,36 primarily a guide for the volunteer, 
covers all aspects of library organization and management in a simple, 
readable style. In 1957 the UHF published a report of its Committee 
on Hospital Library Architecture, Planning the Hospital 
which recommended that the nursing school and the medical library of 
a hospital be combined as a single strong department. Although many 
hospital and library administrators now accept this sensible proposal, a 
surprising amount of resistance to it is still found. 
Turning from voluntary health agencies to governmental agencies, 
we find the medical library cited in the Social Security Administration 
regulations concerning a hospital’s participation in Medicare. In the 
June 1967regulations the medical library standard reads: “The hospital 
maintains a medical library according to the needs of the hospital.”38 
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The entire set of Conditions of Participation is in the process of revi-
sion; according to advance information received from SSA, it is likely 
that in the next edition the library will be subsumed in a broader 
grouping entitled “staff development” and that the term “medical li- 
brary” will be expanded to “medical, paramedical and administrative 
library.” 
The contributions of the Veterans Administration to improved li-
brary service are too well known to require lengthy exposition here. An 
early report on standards of performance39 merits special note, how- 
ever, since it is one of the few time studies in hospital libraries re- 
corded in the literature; this article provides good insight into how 
standards evolve. The VA librarian’s vade mecum is a manual entitled 
Medical and General Reference Library S tapO which covers policies, 
procedures and standards, In the area of library achitecture, the VA 
has developed planning criteriakl adaptable for any hospital’s use; for 
each unit in the library (i-e., office, staff library, etc.) several alterna- 
tive formulas are offered, depending on type and size of the facility. 
The degree of specificity and quantification as found in these criteria is 
unique in the literature on hospital libraries. 
Inquiries to the army, navy, and air force concerning standards for 
libraries in U.S. military hospitals elicited the following responses. The 
Office of the Surgeon General of the Department of the Air Force cited 
the four-page section on medical libraries in “Air Force Manual AFM 
168-4” (November 1971) in which guidelines are suggested for admin- 
istrative organization, selection, accounting, cataloging and control, and 
relationships with the National Library of Medicine and the MLA. The 
medical librarian of the Joint Medical Library, Offices of the Surgeons 
General U.S. Army/U.S. Air Force, cited XIII, “Medical Libraries,” in 
Army Regulations AR40-2 dated 1965 (guidelines similar to those in 
the Air Force manual), and Army Regulation 735-17 dated October 10, 
1966 (property accountability of library books). A staff assistant in the 
Bureau of Medicine and Surgery of the Department of the Navy replied 
that he was “unable to provide any information on established standards 
for library service in naval hospitals.” This enigmatic statement might 
be interpreted in any of several ways: standards do not exist; standards 
exist but are confidential; or the writer did not know whether standards 
exist, 
Impetus for improved library service in hospitals has come in recent 
years from Regional Medical Programs established under Public Law 
89-239 to combat heart disease, cancer, stroke and related diseases. Be- 
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cause the inadequacy of hospitals’ libraries hamstrung RMP efforts to 
promote continuing education for health personnel, many RMP’s have 
established advisory committees which have inaugurated projects such 
as workshops, publications, consultation service and core lists. Two of 
the RMP advisory groups have developed standards-one for the li-
brary itself and the other for the person in charge of the library. “Sug-
gested Minimum Guidelines for Connecticut Health Science Libraries” 
was developed by the Connecticut Regional Medical Program’s Tech- 
nical Advisory Committee on Library Services and presents recom- 
mendations in four columns based on hospital bed size. “Suggested 
Minimum Guidelines” is available from the Connecticut RMP, 272 
George Street, New Haven 06510. A standard for library personnel was 
developed by the Illinois Regional Medical Program’s Committee for 
Regional Library Services. Entitled “Minimum Competencies for Per- 
son in Charge of Hospital Library Servi~es,”~Z the guidelines list eight 
functions which must be performed if reference, document delivery 
and audiovisual service are to be available. 
In May 1969, Marjorie Greenfield, director of the Library of the Hos-
pital of the University of Pennsylvania, was invited by the executive 
director of her hospital to suggest criteria for libraries in hospitals for 
consideration by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in revising its 
hospital licensure regulations. A group of four librarians and a physician 
worked with Greenfield to develop a comprehensive set of proposed 
requirements for professional libraries in hospitals.43 These criteria 
make provision for variations according to bed size and place great 
emphasis on professional staff to organize, administer, and operate the 
hospital’s library. 
In 1969 the Libraries in Hospitals Sub-section of the International 
Federation of Library Associations issued “IFLA Standards for Li- 
braries in hospital^,"^^ which had been in preparation since 1965. Rep-
resentatives of twenty-one countries provided information and statisti- 
cal data which served as the basis for this document. Areas covered 
include professional guidance, formation of a group for hospital librari- 
ans, accommodation, training of staff, bookstock, finance, extension ac- 
tivities, equipment and standards. The primary emphasis in this publi- 
cation is on service to patients. The Libraries in Hospitals Sub-section 
is currently working on a standards statement for inclusion in the IFLA 
Public Libraries Section’s standards for public libraries which will 
cover library service to readers in hospitals, in old people’s homes, in 
correctional institutions and to the housebound. According to Jean 
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Clarke,46 secretary of the Libraries in Hospitals Sub-section, the final 
draft should be ready for presentation to IFLA’s General Council in 
Budapest in August 1972. 
In 1965 the Library Association (London), published Hospital Li-
braries: Recommended Standards for Libraries in Hospitals,46 a six- 
teen-page document covering general library service for patients and 
staff, medical libraries in a regional board area, the hospital’s medical 
library and libraries in nurse training schools. A working party is pres- 
ently revising these 1965 standard^.^' 
The Department of Health and Social Security of Great Britain is-
sued Library Services in Hospitals, an April 1970 memorandum giving 
guidance on the provision and organization of library services at hospi- 
tals for both staff and patients.48 The permissiveness of the document 
which evoked comment from at least two sources49 is well illustrated in 
paragraph 2 of the memorandum: “The Department does not wish to lay 
down any particular pattern of library services and the method of orga-
nisation that is adopted will naturally depend on local circumstances 
and choice.” 
This memorandum refers in paragraph 18 to the Public Libraries and 
Museums Act of 1964 which stipulates that local authorities have a 
duty to provide free library service to all who live or work within their 
boundaries. This role of the public libraries in the development of hos- 
pital library services was explored in depth by John P e m b e r t ~ n ; ~ ~  his 
report of administrative and financial problems which arise when dif-
ferent types of authority negotiate reminds one of similar problems en- 
countered in the United States when hospital-public library coopera- 
tion has been attempted. 
Library Services in Hospitals applies only to England and Wales. 
Work is in progress to produce a Scottish e q ~ i v a l e n t . ~ ~  In 1969 the 
Scottish Hospital Centre published Libraries in Hospitals by Antonia 
Bunch and Eileen C ~ m m i n g . ~ ~  A Nuffield Provincial Hospitals Trust 
grant had enabled the centre to undertake a survey of libraries in Scot- 
tish hospitals on which the review was based. This study frequently 
cites standards from four British and two U.S. sources and measures 
library services in Scottish hospitals against these criteria. The report 
provides a detailed analysis of the survey findings, offers an exhaustive 
listing of references, and might well serve as an exemplar for future 
hospital library researchers. The report of a working party on Scottish 
public library standards was issued by the Scottish Education Depart- 
ment in 1969. Paragraphs 76-79 of the report relate to library service to 
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stag and to patients; emphasis is on the latter since in Scotland service 
to staff is primarily the responsibility of the hospital a ~ t h o r i t y . ~ ~  
Paralleling the NLNs efforts to improve libraries in schools of nurs- 
ing cited earlier, the Royal College of Nursing and the National Coun-
cil of Nurses of the United Kingdom have published A Library Guide 
for Schools of Canadian counterparts of the British and US. 
standards are found in Guide to Hospital Acc~edi ta t ion~~ and Criteria 
for the Evaluation of Diploma Programs in The status and 
standards of hospital libraries in Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, 
Finland, West Germany, Irish Republic, Italy, Northern Ireland, 
Norway, Sweden, Switzerland and Wales are reported in Appen- 
dix I1 of Libraries in Hospitals.57 Russia seems to be ahead of other 
countries in recognizing the value of a library; M. NefedEenko reports 
that in 1962, by a decree of the USSR Ministry of Health, the post of 
librarian became a standard post on the staff of hospitals of 300 beds or 
more. The last sentence of NefedEenko’s article on hospital libraries in 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics indicates, however, that the 
Russians along with the rest of the library/hospital world are looking 
for standards: “Our next task will be to define what the requirements 
should be for these hospital librarie~.”~8 
What does the future hold for library service in hospitals? Educated 
guesses have been made by B r ~ d m a n , ~ ~  GartlandG0 and Johnson.61 The 
overriding issues of the 1970s-costs, availability and quality of medical 
care and of health manpower-will surely change health care institu- 
tions as we know them today. A nationally known expert on hospital 
administration has defined the hospital of the future “simply as an or- 
ganization. In other words, it no longer will be seen as a beautiful 
structure on a hill; it will be simply a matter of arrangement. In many 
instances, it will be the delivery of medical care by different types of 
individuals from different locations within a city.”62 When this happens 
the libxary will no longer be seen as that crowded room on the second 
floor next to the doctors’ lounge. Its very existence will depend on its 
being flexible enough and resilient enough to adapt positively and cre- 
atively to the inevitable changes in its parent institution. This creative 
change will be the exciting challenge for the librarian of the future. 
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THEREADER who has considered the imposing ar- 
ray of “standards” already discussed may be too weary to now face 
the subtle addition of technology to all the other complications of 
the standards world. By now he has discovered there are standards 
by type of library, library function, size of library, geographical area, 
user public, and an almost limitless range of categories. He sees stan- 
dards, having apparent authority, produced by national professional 
associations, by segments or even small units of organizations, by ad 
hoc committees both lay and professional, by many governmental 
agency units, in fact, by almost any group or body of real or imagined 
vested authority. Few are blessed with long periods of actual practice 
in use, or by substantial and durable authority. From this the reader 
can draw the conclusion that the standards world is a domain of total 
confusion. He is, in fact, almost right. This confused and confusing 
maelstrom of frequently ephemeral, inept, or unqualified standards is 
the natural result of the conviction of almost every human animal that 
his way is the best. When a committee convenes, its members usually 
reach a common conviction that their way is the best. When an asso- 
ciation or a whole membership comes together, they know theirs is the 
only right way1 One could go to ever-larger populations, except that 
once number two is reached, there may well be a disagreement as to 
who is right, and every added body compounds this likelihood of 
discord. This primitive aspect of standards development is just as 
applicable to the library world as to any other. It has taken nearly a 
hundred years to come from early library measures to the helter- 
skelter multiplicity of standards described in the preceding articles. 
Even a superficial scanning of the numerous standards ascribed to 
one or another kind of library reveals at once that the primary focus of 
virtually all of them is statistical or measured. This pattern does not 
vary from the development of standards in other fields; most of them 
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began with physical measures. The U.S. has always been “busting its 
britches” and its people have an addiction to measuring growth. It was 
by comparing one with another and multiplying like units that the first 
bases for standardization were discovered. Then, as the country and its 
libraries became more mature, and their functions and needs more 
complex, these physical measures began to be supplemented by more 
technical and specific areas of standardized practice, and that is when 
everyone began to get into the act. 
With the growth of this fledging “science,” more than physical and 
statistical measures were needed, Analytical and descriptive standards 
bloomed on all sides. A good illustration of this kind of development is 
the unit library catalog card. Its first stage was to evolve to a standard 
size, out of a multitude of early formats. Its second stage can be repre- 
sented by the Anglo-American cataloging rules, nominal standards for 
the data recorded on the face of the card.l The passage from phase one 
to phase two took approximately fifty years. We are now moving rap- 
idly into phase three, as later examples will show. These later examples 
are directly related to the present and future working program of the 
American National Standards Institute/Committee 239 (ANSI/239) 
and belong with new technology; before that part of standards work 
can be illustrated, it must be placed in historical perspective. This is 
essential to an understanding of the present stage of standards develop- 
ment. 
The first formal approach to a functional relationship with the offi-
cial U.S.standards organization was made by ALA in 1939.2With the 
ALA as sponsor, the American Standards Association, as it was then 
known, established the original Committee 239 as one of its numerous 
committees, with a scope described as including “Standards for con- 
cepts, definitions, terminology, letters and signs, practices, methods, 
supplies and equipment used in the field of library practice.”2 The 
product of this committee in its early years was minimal, partly due to 
the disruption of communication by the war. A valiant attempt to rein- 
vigorate 239 was made in 1951,3when the Council of National Library 
Associations assumed the sponsorship of 239, but the fundamental 
problem of functioning without any visible financial support still frus- 
trated any large-scale program of action. In 1961, through the leader- 
ship of Robert Kingery of the New York Public Library, 239 obtained a 
series of grants from the Council on Library Resources and the Na- 
tional Science F~undation.~ Up to that time, the entire product of 239 
was represented by two published standards, one of which antedated 
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the committee itself. With this new impetus, the scope of the commit- 
tee was revised in 1963 and again in 1967 to provide the ample field of 
operations now represented by the numerous subcommittees of 239. 
The present scope statement reads: “standards in the fields of Library 
work, documentation and related publishing practice^."^ In actual prac- 
tice both the organization and the scope of national standards commit- 
tees are directly related to counterpart committees of the International 
Standards Organization, ANSI is the only standards body authorized to 
represent the U.S. internationally, Correspondingly the international 
body can coordinate its work within the US.only through this Ameri- 
can standards agency. Because of this organizational structure, any 
standards work within the committee’s scope that may have suprana- 
tional significance travels up through ANSI to IS0 for consideration. 
The reverse path brings any product of the counterpart IS0  Technical 
Committee 46, again through the ANSI headquarters. This briefly is 
how the present stage of development was reached and the structure 
within which we must work. 
Over the past ten years, thanks to renewed and serious support by 
the two agencies named, ANSI/Z39 has greatly amplified its operating 
units, its membership, and its national and international communica- 
tions. As a major producer, consumer, and leader in methods and mate- 
rials of the several areas described as the assigned scope of the commit- 
tee it has involved literally hundreds of domestic and foreign experts in 
the development of needed standards. The numbers of published 
American standards has increased substantially; their adoption as basic 
drafts for international consideration has often followed in the same 
pattern. It is essential in any consideration of the place of standards in 
library technology that international application be an integral aspect. 
There is now a kind of renascence in ISO/TC46, parallel with the 
growth of ANSI/Z39, which speaks for ever-improving understanding 
and acceptance of the work-product of all participants. This is at the 
heart of any progress in standards, whether in library technology, pub- 
lishing, documentation, or any other field. 
To further delimit the subject area, one should note that ANSI/ZBQ 
initially responded to I S 0  and U.S.standards work in all library areas 
on a broad range. There was early recognition that library-related as- 
pects of photography presented enough problems to justify a separate 
standards committee, and ASA approved a new committee PH5 (Pho-
tographic Reproduction of Documents) reporting to ASKS Photo- 
graphic Standards Board.E Somewhat later it became apparent, with 
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the strengthened program of the ALA Library Technology Program, 
that library equipment and supplies comprised an ample field for a 
standards committee. ASA responded to a 239 initiative again with the 
establishment of 285 (Library Supplies and Equipment), reporting, as 
does 239, to the Miscellaneous Standards Board.‘ These sparse organi- 
zational elements may be an ample illustration of the general pattern of 
standards organization, as well as sufficient evidence of the goals and 
means available to 2398 in the broad pattern. Now let us look at what 
has been accomplished by 239, its work in progress, and what its future 
may hold. 
It is immediately evident from the charted list of 239 activities that 
its present program is fragmented and diversified. It is also obvious 
that a very modest dent has been made in the universe of standards 
needed to serve the multi-faceted worlds of “library work, documenta- 
tion and related publishing practices.” A vast field remains unculti- 
vated, or at least unformalized as product. There is a multitude of 
quasi- or semi-official sets of “guidelines,” “standards,” and “approved 
methods” produced by either small or large groups for a wide range of 
purposes. This is all to the good, and one should not disparage in any 
sense the productive efforts of those who have worked to develop them. 
Any of the standards mentioned in other chapters of this issue fit this 
pattern. This is, in fact, the way most national standards have evolved; 
the only element usually lacking is the ultimate step, national review 
and consensus of all concerned parties, leading to formulation as a pub- 
lished national standard within the international system by the unique 
agency designated as the United States’ representative in that system. 
Briefly, an ANSI standards committee is composed of member orga- 
nizations, including libraries, professional, technical and educational 
institutes or associations, abstracting and indexing services, publishers, 
government agencies, and commercial and industrial organizations. 239 
now has forty-five member organizaions; additions or deletions in the 
membership group are always subject to considerations of appropriate 
balance by type of member. Membership is voluntary. The only abso- 
lute requirement is evidence of interest and willingness to participate 
in the work of the standards committee. Each member names its per- 
sonal representative and may also name an alternate. It is through 
these representatives that all communications reach the member orga- 
nizations, 
The members of 239 do not necessarily participate in any working 
subcommittee. The personnel of any subcommittee working on a spe- 
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cific standard is composed mainly of experts in the subject area selected 
and nominated by a chairman for the competences he believes neces- 
sary to develop an acceptable draft. Such a subcommittee may be as 
few as five in number or as many as ten, but the initial group is usually 
kept small in order to facilitate meetings and action. Once the first 
draft is ready, the review system amplifies the critical input until all 
possible issues are resolved, and a voting draft is ready. Full member- 
ship consensus is then sought and concurrently the final draft is an- 
nounced for public review, so that by the time the proposed standard is 
forwarded to ANSI by the sponsor for final approval and publication, 
everyone concerned has seen it. 
Tables 1-4are derived from a more detailed progress record main- 
tained on a continuous basis to assure constant supervision of progress 
in the numerous subcommittees of ANSI/Z39. The reader must already 
be aware that despite very considerable increases in both program and 
products of 239, the record is varied and fragmentary rather than uni- 
form. What has been done up to now constitutes a large step, or even 
several steps; what must be done next is to block out a complete pro- 
gram, with all of its parts spelled out and fitted in place. So far 239 has 
established a sound basis for producing needed standards; it has made 
the methodology of standards production better known to our profes- 
sions; and it has produced enough useful standards in published form 
to set a pattern for the production of future standards. What it has not 
done is elaborate the complete framework of needed standards in each of 
its three areas of operations. With thirty-four numbered subcommittees 
at one stage or another, ANSI has barely made a dent in the mass of 
methods, materials, and devices requiring standardization in these 
fields. 
Consider for a moment the import of 239.2: 1971Bibliographic Infor- 
mation Interchange on Magnetic Tape. Setting aside consideration of 
the machine aspects of this standards area, over 200 specific data ele- 
ments which must be standardized to fit in the format of the standard 
have been identi6ed.8 This one standard, the Marc I1 format, resulting 
from years of arduous labor at the Library of Congress, reveals the 
need for a whole new range of standardizing efforts. Just one of those 
data elements, a geographic code, has already involved scores of ex- 
perts both here and abroad over several years without definitive agree- 
ment. This subject has now become so urgent it has been lifted out of 
the waiting mass (ANSI/Z39/SC27) for full-scale attention. And now, 
before taking on even the most common data elements of the biblio- 
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TABLE 1 

STANDARDS Z39: COMPLETED
COMMITTEE STANDARDS 
Title of Standard Price Comment 
10 1239.1-1967 ANS' for Periodicals: Format and $3.76 Being revised in 1972 per
Arrangement ANSI requirements 
I 
 ANS for Bibliographic Information 6.00
1 I Interchange on ilfagnetic TaDe a 2s9.a-1971 
1% 1259.4-1968 AXS Basic Criteria for Indexes 1 3.76 I 
239.6-1969 ANS for the Abbreviation of Titles 
of Periodicals 
~~~~~ ~ 
ANS for Trade Catalogs 
7 1259.7-1968 AKS for Libraey Statistics 
ZS9.8-1969 ANS for Compiling Book Publishing 
Statistica 
20 259.9-1971 ANS Identification Number for Serial 
Publications I I 
13 239.10-1971 ANS for Directories of Libraries and 
Information Centera I 3.00 I
~~ 
6 239.11-1979 ANS for the Romanization of Japanese In  press 
6 259.19-1979 ANS for the Romanization of Arabic 
19 239.15-1971 ANS for the Advertising of Books 
6 289.14-1971 ANS for Writing Abstracts 
A N S  for Title Leavea of a Book I 2.60 I 
* American National Standard. 
graphic record, the original subcommittee on Machine Input Records 
(ANSI/Z39/SC2) has been reorganized to begin work in the area of 
data transmission standards. This will also lead to division and subdivi- 
sion of groups, and will probably perpetuate the appearance of a piece- 
meal approach such as the one already noted. 
Another influence which compels this seemingly uncharted course is 
the need to move other fully developed and needed standards into the 
approval channel for national and international acceptance. A good 
example of this is the Music Industry Code.s It was very fully de- 
veloped, both as a national and international draft code, within its own 
industry groups before it came to ANSI/Z39. This method of develop- 
ment is a delightful one, usually resulting in a mature product, fully 
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TABLE 2 
STANDARDS 239:SUBCOMMITTEFSCOMMITTEE WHOSE WORKIS 
BEYOND DRAFTINITIAL STAGE 
s u ~ ~I Title of Subcommittee ~ ~Drafts Circulated ~ Comment 
Transliteration: Slavic 
Cyrillic 
Feb. 1970, Mar. 1970 Approved by Z39 in April-May 1971 
8 Proof Corrections Sept. 1969 Being set in type for ballot 
9 Terminology Oct. 1971 "Vocabulary of Information Dis- 
semination" being prepared 
for ISO/TC46 
17 Standard Book Numbers Feb. 1969, May 1970 Final draft in hand; will be sent with 
letter ballot in March or April 1972 
Library Materiala Price 
Indexes 
Jan. 1972 
-
Scientific and Technical 
Reports: Format and 
Arrangement 
Oct. 1970, Aug. 1971 To go to ANSI in April 
Thesaurus Rules and 
Conventiona 
March 1971, Sept. 1971 Final draft in hand: will be sent with 
letter ballot in March or April 1971 
Preparation of Scientific 
Papers 
June 1970, Oct. 1970 Approved by Z39 in March-April 
1971; will be forwarded to 
ANSI by April 1972 -
Identification Codes for 
Countries, etc. 
Working paper on Country Codes pre-
sented to TC46/WG 2 Oet. 1971; 
X3L8.4 members joined the sub-
committee in Dee. 1971 to pro- 
duce the national standard 
planned to fit in a broader universe of related elements; 239 only needs 
to verify its acceptance to the membership. 
Yet another track for standards input is the proposal for a new stan- 
dards subcommittee to work on a specific area or requirement that be- 
comes urgent because of implementation of another standard. The 
need for SC2 to work on standards for communications instrumentation 
evolved directly from earlier attempts to increase the usefulness of 
239.2:1971, the Marc I1 standard. Obviously the availability of prod- 
ucts conforming to 239.2 would be seriously prejudiced by failure to 
agree on the basic communication system through which these prod- 
ucts must pass. 
Whatever the causes-and there are others-the point is that librari- 
ans, publishers, information scientists, and any other concerned persons 
should now take a new look at the present and the future, and jointly 
LIBRARY TRENDS2921 
-- 
-- 
Library Technology 
TABLE 3 
ST.4NDARDS COMMITTEE zs9: SUBCOMMITTEES WORKING ON INITIAL DRAFT 
Subcommittee Title of Subcommittee Subcommittee Formed Status of Work on Initial Draft 1Xumber 
Bibliographic References Reorganized Jan.-March Subgroup doing initial work on draft 
1971 after proposal of 
original SC 4 was not 
approved by ZS9 
4 
6 Transliteration: Hebrew April-June 1970 Initial draft complete; being reviewed 
by a group of scholars before 299 
review 
~~ 
Transliteration: Yiddish April-June 1970 Initial draft still in preparation 
Music Industry Code Jan. 1971 Initial draft being prepared for special 
TC46/WG 1 meeting to be held 
in 1978-
Technical Report March 1971 Three meetings to date; writing on 
Numbering initial draft underway 
Bibliographic Entries for June 1971 Four meetings to date; work on initial 
hlicrofiche Headers draft underway 
and Roll Microfilm 
Containers 
Subcommittee Title of Subcommittee Subcommittee Formed CommentN~~~~~ 
a Machine Input Records Dec. 197 lJan .  1974; Will work on a atandard for data 
first meeting, communication linka 
March 1972 
84 Journal Article Citations Feb.-March 197% Will work on a code tor journal
article citation8 
mark out the full program of work to be done as well as some consider- 
ations of priorities. No one person can do this; there are too many vari- 
ables and too many unknowns. However, appropriate groups of indi-
viduals, having broad competence, could hope to succeed. 
Any approach to blocking out a planned program should start with 
thoughtful review of the products of 239 produced over the past ten 
years. Some are prescriptive and belong to the book trade as well as to 
libraries: 239.1 Periodicals, Format and Arrangement, and 239.15 Title 
Leaves of a Book. Some are primarily publishing: 239.13 Advertising of 
Books, 239.10 Directories of Libraries and Information Centers, 239.6 
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Trade Catalogs, and 239.14 Writing Abstracts. A few, but extremely 
important standards provide the springboard for the entire future of 
mechanized systems in libraries: 239.2 Bibliographic Information Input 
on Magnetic Tape (Marc 11),and a pair of basic codes, 239.9 Identifi- 
cation Number for Serial Publications, and the Standard Book Number 
code which is soon to be published. Some of the remaining completed 
standards reflect only a few areas of specific library problems, again 
related to bibliographic recording: 239.11 Romanization of Japanese 
and 239.12 Romanization of Arabic. Other standards for the conversion 
of one alphabet to another are in progress and many others will need to 
be treated. 
One can readily see from these examples that there is a wide range 
of subject material and much remaining to be done. What is not so 
readily recognizable is the pivotal importance of this work as the key 
factor in determining the rate of change in our professional work. Even 
though most of the professional agencies or organizations are repre- 
sented as members and actively participate in some of the tasks, more 
often than not their whole constituency is unaware that this kind of 
work goes on or how it gets done. If they do know about ANSI or ISO, 
they are likely to know only that these are ponderous operations, mov- 
ing mountains of time and effort to produce an occasional molehill. 
And, in fact, this view would have been reasonably justified until quite 
recently. Now, however, the end-product of ANSI/Z39’s work is visibly 
important, more of it is in advanced stages of progress, and there is 
steadily increasing appreciation of the change. This appreciation is also 
reflected abroad, in the increasing visibility of ISO/ TC46, ANSI’s in- 
ternational counterpart, which has adopted many of its national stan- 
dards or drafts as basic working papers for international standards. 
Where formerly the U S .  was often not even represented professionally 
in international standards work, it now stands as the prime mover, pro- 
viding long-sought leadership in these fields of work. 
With this much organizational and basic data as a point of depar- 
ture, what should one look for in planning a full-coverage program for 
the future? There is a clear mandate to devise standards for the full 
range of library and documentary materials; this implies all audio and 
visual forms, all photo formats and library products, all computer or 
machine-assisted methodology, and any representation of bibliographic 
data in any form. ANSI is concerned with hardware of any kind (cf. 
ANSI/Z85, Ph5, X3), and also with standards for software to enable 
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use of the machines and with any contributing element needed for soft- 
ware development. 
Although it may be visionary to presume one can forecast a complete 
framework for even one area of interest, one may begin with the basic 
records needed to identify bibliographic elements used by libraries. 
The readiest approach speaks for following the current pattern of bibli- 
ographic representation by libraries. This would begin with the author 
entry, with reduction and simplification of other forms of entry, ending 
with title entry when no alternative seems appropriate. Next would 
come the descriptive data, from title to imprint data, all of which are 
now readily amenable to standard treatment. One or more standards 
can be designed to handle collation. Special notes could be rigorously 
defined and spelled out in standard form. The character and form of 
subject indicators needs to be reduced to a basic standard for inclu- 
sions and exclusions, designed for more general approaches, with the 
specifics to be developed as separate stan’dards. Now if all of these 
types of standards are developed in a suitable manner for codification, 
the major task of converting to machine manipulation is already done, 
and the standard codes can easily be added to the pattern. The num- 
bers of essential codes need not be too great. There must be codes for 
each type of library material: the ISBN, the ISSN, the MIC, the even- 
tual codes for each type of audiovisual materials. There will be sub- 
codes, derived from or attached to each of the major codes, such as 
identifiers for internal bibliographic citation (volume, issue, pages) or 
formats of the MIC (tapes, discs, cassettes, etc.). Although we are now 
in a seemingly primitive stage of conversion to machine handling, no 
available time can be lost in preparing for the inevitable total conver- 
sion. The rapid evolution of technology at present suggests an even 
more rapid rate of change in the near future. 
In the fields of greatest concern to the documentalists or information 
scientists, there are whole new classes of standards work. Here must be 
added new work in standards for format, for content analysis, for eval- 
uation, for identification and for many aspects of production. A good 
start has been made in indexing and abstracting, but much work re- 
mains in many of the areas mentioned. 
The many varied fields of the media specialist have not been 
touched, mainly for lack of resources, both fiscal and human. Despite 
the occasional association or industrial guidelines, there are virtually no 
national standards for most of their materials or methods. There lies a 
vast program of work, which should be led by the specialists, each in 
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their domain, and finally subjected to the national consensus and ap- 
proval system of the official U.S. standards body, ANSI. This reference 
to the “official” standards agency of the U.S. is equally valid for any 
field, not only the media types. This official status derives from both the 
design of ANSI and from its place in the ISO. As the only recognized 
official U.S. standards body, ANSI is the only one qualified to represent 
the entire population in any area of standards effort. It is also the only 
agency recognized as the U.S. representative body for communication 
with its international counterpart, the ISO. There is only one member 
organization from each member-country of ISO; ANSI is the only di- 
rect communication channel to any international parallel function. It is 
for these reasons that it has sought to clearly define and include in our 
(239) membership all related or concerned groups within its scope, 
and then to encourage their internal standardization work, leading up 
to final promulgation as national standards through ANSI. 
If one accepts the conviction that what is past is prologue, one may 
be willing to accept my views of the future place of technology in li- 
braries and the imperative need for swift development of the standards 
that will be needed. It is evident that the rapid advances in standards 
development over the past ten years have grown out of the concurrent 
rapid evolution of library applications of new technological devices. 
Increased population, increased available information, and natural de- 
mand for improved access have all led to insistent pressures to establish 
standards. This is not to suggest that the machines now own people, 
nor that technology is ready and able; it is to say that technological 
developments make it imperative that one reviews carefully everything 
done in order to set new patterns for the work of the next half century. 
Everyone now knows that the machines are useless without accompa- 
nying software; not enough people comprehend their responsibility for 
planning the software or the crucial role of standards in this function. 
Not enough of our colleagues are aware of their individual need to 
share in this work, to give their wisdom and strength to it, to assure the 
swiftest application and the most effective utilization of new technol- 
ogy which only new standards can make possible. 
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LIBRARYSTANDARDS reflect the objectives and 
priorities of the nation that produces them, and change as the nation 
changes. Canadian standards show evidence of the shifting relation- 
ships between the federal, provincial and local governments, the lead- 
ership newly assumed by the federal government in the provision of 
information to citizens, the effects of urbanization, a developing con- 
sciousness of social responsibilities and, above all, the rapidly changing 
patterns of education. 
Surveys draw attention to the importance of a tangible base for com- 
parisons and frequently lead to the preparation or revision of stan- 
dards. The first major survey of Canadian libraries was carried out at 
the beginning of the 1930s by a commission of three librarians: John 
Ridington, chairman, Mary J. L. Black and George Locke. The objec- 
tive of library service was clear to them, “that in Canada there may be 
equal opportunities for all, an equal chance for a person to make the 
most and best of himself-if he wants to-by having freer access to per- 
haps his greatest help-books.”l The three members of the commission 
were individualists, each of whom had built up an example of library 
service strongly oriented to his or her own community; yet as commis-
sioners, they realized the need for commonly accepted standards by 
which to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the libraries they vis- 
ited. 
In 1931 Canada, with a population of less than 10.5million, was di- 
vided into nine provinces-most of which gave little thought to library 
development. The commission found that: “Throughout eight of the 
provinces , , , public libraries have been abandoned by the govern- 
ments to the municipalities, For city and town libraries no supervision 
is exercised, no standards of service set, no encouragement given.’’2 The 
report of the commission strongly recommended that the public library 
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be developed as part of the educational system under the supervision 
of the provincial government and that public library legislation be re- 
vised with standards included: “Standards of library service, in cities, 
towns and rural districts, should be set forth and minimum professional 
standards prescribed (as in the case of teachers) for librarians doing 
specified types of work.‘’a The commission was not satisfied with de-
manding that standards be developed, but itself suggested a few fig-
ures, characteristic of the depression years, and strongly recommended 
that larger units be established for communities that could not afford 
even the meager sums it had suggested, 
The establishment of standards for Canada at that time was far from 
simple. There was neither a library association to speak for the country 
as a whole, nor a federal agency empowered to set standards since li- 
braries fell into the category of education, a provincial concern. In 
1941, however, the Canadian Library Council was formed, and from 
the beginning one of its objectives was the establishment of a national 
library association. The organizational conference for the Canadian Li- 
brary Association (Association Canadienne des BibliothAques ) was held 
in Hamilton, Ontario, in June 1946. At that conference Freda Waldon, 
chairman of the Activities Committee of the Canadian Library Council, 
presented the following: 
The Activities Committee would suggest that as the proposed Canadian 
Library Association grows in membership and experience it strive to de- 
velop: (1)Library Standards for Canada, including 
(a )  standards of library service for communities; 
(b)  standards of librarianship;
(c)  standard library legislation to assist any body planning library legis- 
lation.4 
Other projects took priority over this recommendation, and it was 
not until the tenth annual conference in June 1955that Suggested Stan- 
dards of Service for Public Libraries was ready for final approval. Ac-
cording to a prefatory comment by the chairman of the Public Library 
Standards Committee, “The Committee has been guided by the ALA 
Post-War Standards for Public Libraries, but by no means governed by 
it. , . . The objective has been to set up standards which will provide 
good to optimum public library service to Canadians. . . . Public Li- 
brary Standards are targets at which to aim, and are not binding rules 
and 
Suggested Standards of Service for Public Libraries in Canada, typi-
cal of the mid-l950s, focused on the individual library, whether it be 
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the unit library in a medium-sized community or the library system of 
a large city. Regional libraries, however, were encouraged in state- 
ments such as, “To obtain approximately equal reading opportunity 
throughout the country, library book resources should be organized on 
a regional basis,”G and, “Small public libraries below the specifications 
for size and income proposed as minimum standard should consider 
carefully the definite advantages of cooperation within a larger unit.”‘ 
In this framework specific numerical standards covered, for example, 
the desirable number of volumes per capita for various populations, the 
percentage of adult and juvenile borrowers, and circulation per capita. 
One professional librarian was recommended for every 5,000 to 7,500 
population. The budget was set at $1.50 per capita for minimum ser- 
vice, $2.00 for reasonably good, and $2.50 for superior service. 
Slight revisions were made as needed and the standards were reis- 
sued by the CLA in 1957 under the title Standards of Service for Public 
Libraries in Canada. These standards served their purpose well in the 
1950s; libraries were far below the minimum and had need of a goal 
defined in numerical terms. In 1960 Ralph Shaw used them in a survey 
of metropolitan Toronto libraries8 and found that even Canada’s sec- 
ond largest metropolis failed to meet all the suggested standards. How- 
ever, criticism arose over the years on two sides: from libraries that 
considered the standards too high, and from the few libraries that sur- 
passed them and so had no accepted goals to cite when dealing with 
civic and provincial bodies. 
Several factors combined to encourage the preparation not of a revi- 
sion but of an entirely new set of standards with emphasis on regional 
organization. The almost incredible activity of the Canadian Library 
Association, the existence of Canada’s new National Library and the 
influence of the 1955 standards themselves had all altered the library 
scene; beyond this larger units of organization had been generally 
accepted in government and social life. Consolidation of schools and of 
the units of regional government had been made possible by good roads 
and the resulting efficient methods of transportation. At the same time 
critics of the public library from without and administrators from within 
constantly hammered at the shocking waste of revenue from needless 
duplication of holdings and processing, as well as the inefficiency of 
interlibrary loan. 
Canada, with a large area and a comparatively sparse population, 
had long looked with interest at regional libraries. As far back as 1930a 
demonstration project had been set up in the Fraser Valley of British 
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Columbia, and in 1933 the Ridington report,l had recommended re- 
gional organization. Separate standards for regional libraries have not 
been published in Canada, but the standards for such systems had 
been an inherent part of the public library standards in 1955 and were 
to be a basic tenet of the new standards that were being prepared in 
the latter half of the 1960s. 
About the middle of the century the influence of the federal govern- 
ment also became a factor in library development in Canada. The Do-
minion Bureau of Statistics had been collecting library statistics since 
the beginning of the 1 9 2 0 ~ ~but it was left to the libraries to heed any 
lessons that could be learned from them. With the establishment in 
1950 of the National Bibliographic Centre, succeeded by the National 
Library in 1953, Canada achieved a national union catalog, a current 
national bibliography, and gradually a national library collection. 
These were accompanied more recently by organized investigation into 
the application of automated systems to bibliography and cataloging. 
The leadership of the federal government was a notable factor in the 
preparation of the standards of 1967 and will undoubtedly have even 
more impact on the next revision. 
The new Public Library Standardsgwhich was compiled by a project 
committee of CLA, appeared in 1967. It is a statement of the require- 
ments for total library service for the nation, in qualitative, not quanti- 
tative, terms. The basic philosophy is expressed in the heading of Sec- 
tion I, “Public library service should be available to every person in 
Canada,” and in Section IV which states that the library “should ac- 
tively promote the use of its resources.” Local libraries are to provide 
the first level of service and are to be linked together to form a system. 
Cooperation is to be established between university and special li-
braries and the public library on a basis of mutual benefit, and be- 
tween public and school libraries. Each province or territory should 
have a program of library service, and this should be complemented by 
the government of Canada within the framework of the Canadian con- 
stitution. 
Stress is placed on the government and organization of the library, 
its financial support, the functions and duties of the public library 
board and the chief librarian, the employment of professional librari- 
ans and the number and qualifications of nonprofessional employees. 
The library’s collection (which forms a major topic) should include all 
types of material that are required to achieve the library’s objectives 
and should reflect a variety of views. In a bilingual or multilingual 
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country, materials must be available to meet the requirements of all the 
people: “Public libraries in Canada should have books and other mate- 
rial in both English and French, Libraries that serve multilingual com- 
munities should also include in their collections material in other rele- 
vant languages.”1o 
Numerical standards, absent in Public Library Standards, are in- 
cluded to some degree in the Appendix,ll published in 1969.According 
to the foreword, “material included in the Appendix has been designed 
as guidelines for librarians and library trustees in certain areas of li- 
brary administration, and is not intended to be used as inflexible crite- 
ria.” The Appendix serves as a manual for drawing up policy state- 
ments, organization charts, budgets, salary schedules, rules for appoint- 
ments, resignations and dismissals, holidays, vacations and leaves. In 
addition, some quantitative standards are given for collections of 
50,000 volumes and over, and salary formulas are suggested. Actual be- 
ginning salaries are not included but are to be published separately by 
the CLA. 
Since standards are closely related to regulations for provincial 
grants, certain provinces have set up “yardsticks” applicable only 
within the province. Provision is made for this in the practical but pos- 
sibly controversial statement of the Appendix: “In view of the disparity 
in size, density of population and economic development in Canada’s 
ten provinces, the conclusion is that certain quantitative standards 
should be formulated at the provincial rather than the national 
In British Columbia, a province in which there has long been strong 
leadership from the government and the library association, interest in 
standards is notable. The Library Development Commission recently 
published Quantitative Standards for Public Libraries,13 designed to 
supplement the qualitative criteria of the Public Library Standards, and 
setting forth the lowest grade of acceptable library service for small 
and medium-sized public libraries. 
From time to time demands have arisen for standards for certain 
identifiable aspects of public library work, notably music, reference, 
and work with children and young people. Music library standards 
consisting mainly of recommended titles of books, periodicals, printed 
music and recordings were prepared in 1959 and have not been re- 
vised.14 Reference standards were compiled by a committee of the Ref- 
erence Section of the CLA appointed in 1955.15This committee en- 
countered serious problems in the lack of a workable definition of ref-
erence and the variations of service found in libraries ranging from a 
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small branch to a large central library of a metropolitan district. Al-
though the standards as drafted were approved by the CLA in June 
1957, recommendations were made for further study and redrafting. 
New standards have never been prepared and several factors have com- 
bined to make the task continually more difficult: the rapid spread of 
subject departmentalization with the consequent disappearance of the 
general reference department in many libraries, the development of re- 
gional systems, and most recently, especially in the field of science, 
computerized services. In spite of these trends, the demand for specik, 
even numerical, standards for reference has not disappeared in Can- 
ada, and no doubt this demand will be encouraged by the new British 
“Standards for Reference Services in Public Librar ieP which specifies 
numerical standards for such things as area, shelf capacity, seating, 
staff and salaries. 
Public libraries in Canada have long been noted for their service to 
children. As early as the 1930s children’s librarians were organized in 
the Canadian Association of Children’s Librarians which became a 
charter section of the CLA in 1946. They have not prepared special 
standards, but have been content to operate within the general stan- 
dards set by the CLA for public libraries, guided in their special field 
by the Standards for Children’s Services in Public Libraries,17published 
by the ALA in 1964. The Canadian public library standards of 1955 
included numerical standards for the percentage of boys’ and girls’ 
books in the total collection, for registration and for circulation. The 
1967 standards gave no numerical statements, but the Appendix of 1969 
included one figure: children’s books should be 25 to 30 percent of the 
circulation book collection. 
Young people, that nebulous group between children and adults, 
have had special treatment for many years in Canadian public li-
braries. In 1950 Canadian librarians responsible for young people’s work 
formed the Young People’s Section of the CLA. Although from the be- 
ginning the members were considering the preparation of standards, a 
committee was not set up until 1961 and even then progressed slowly. 
Preliminary drafts were prepared and discussed, but before a final 
draft had received official approval the Standards for Public Libraries 
had appeared. At a meeting of the Young People’s Section on June 19, 
1967 the following motion was carried: “Since ‘Public Libray Stan- 
dards have been published, and since these Standards incorporate 
within them work with young people in a public library . . . that the 
Young People’s Section of the CLA not publish a separate set of stan-
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dards for work with young people, but that librarians use the Occa- 
sional Paper No, 68-Standards for Work with Young People in Cana-
dian Public LibrarieP-and the revision of that paper as printed in the 
CLA Young People’s Section Newsletter,1g May 1%7, as guidelines, in- 
spiration and philosophy of librarianship.”20 
The guidelines as they stand are primarily a plea for the under- 
standing of a young person’s characteristics and needs and for the sym-
pathetic and informed guidance of librarians trained to deal with the 
special problems and thought patterns of persons in this age group. It 
is interesting to compare this Canadian attempt at standards for young 
people’s work with the much more factual publication by the ALA in 
196OaZ1In both countries the preparation of standards for young peo- 
ple’s work becomes more difficult every year with the breakdown of 
earlier restrictions placed by society on the activities and reading inter- 
ests of teen-agers and with the dramatic growth of secondary school li- 
braries. 
Canadian librarians have long been aware of the problems involved 
in differentiating between the responsibilities of, on the one hand, the 
children’s and young people’s departments of the public library and, on 
the other hand, the school library, The standards of 1967, defined the 
public library’s position in Section VIII with the statements “Public 
and school libraries in any given area must plan and work together to 
provide complete service for children and young people,” and “Public 
library service and school library service complement one another. 
Both are necessary for the educational, social and cultural development 
of children and young people and one cannot be a substitute for the 
other.”22 Although librarians agree that such cooperation at the com- 
munity level is highly desirable, many realize that it only affords a tem- 
porary solution, and that in the near future provincewide decisions 
must be made by libraries and schools and the government depart- 
ments responsible for the financing of both services. 
School library service in Canada, both elementary and secondary, 
has been subject to the same influences as in the United States: urbani- 
zation, the consolidation of one-room schools into large units, changing 
objectives and teaching methods and the growing availability of non- 
book materials. Since education in Canada is the responsibility of the 
provincial and local governments, the history of school libraries varies 
from province to province. However, there has been one characteristic 
in common: many school were, and some still are, at least partially de- 
pendent on traveling libraries, usually supplied by the provincial gov- 
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ernment, or on assistance from the public library for such things as 
books, staff and cataloging. 
Canadian standards for school libraries, as for other types of li. 
braries, had to wait until there was a national organization to coordi- 
nate provincial thinking. As stated before, in 1950 the Young People’s 
Section of the CLA was formed and school library services, along with 
young people’s work in the public library, were included in discussions 
at the annual conferences. In 1961 the Canadian School Library Asso- 
ciation was organized and in 1962 it established a committee to survey 
school libraries and to establish standards. Three years were spent pre- 
paring the standards presented to the 1966 conference and published 
the following year with the title Standards of Library Service for Canu-
dian Schools. The introduction defines the purpose as follows: “This 
publication outlines the basic requirements of good library service in 
the form of qualitative and quantitative standards. It is intended to 
provide guidelines for administrators, teachers and librarians in the es- 
tablishment and operation of good school libraries. It is not designed to 
be a handbook or manual. Rather it points out the necessary require- 
ments for good, but not superior, library service in the individual 
school, the district and the province.”2s 
A school library, in the words of the standards is “a co-ordination of 
informational and enrichment services for a specific community (i.e. 
staff and students), utilizing organized material in all forms through 
the direction and guidance of professionally trained personnel.”24 The 
qualifications given for a school librarian are a bachelor’s degree from 
an accredited university, certification as a fully qualified teacher by the 
province concerned, a degree in librarianship from an accredited li- 
brary school, and hopefully, some advanced courses in appropriate sub- 
jects. Although the Standards of Library Service for Canadian Schools 
recommends these qualifications, it realistically acknowledges that not 
all school librarians can meet them. 
Little space is given in the standards to the relationship of the school 
library and the public library. A section on “Co-operation with other 
libraries and learning-resource centres” lists “Co-operation in specific 
areas of book selection” and “Agreement concerning student use of 
other libraries for school assignments” but does not suggest that the 
presence or absence of other tax-supported libraries in the neighbor- 
hood could affect the school library’s policy on materials or services. 
Although the Standards of Library Service for Canadian Schools re-
gards the library as the informational resource center, supplying not 
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only books and periodicals but all types of media, it makes no attempt 
to set specific standards for the other media. In 1969 Media Canada: 
Guidelines for Educators was p~blished.~5 According to the preface 
“This work represents a first attempt to set down national guidelines 
and specifications for Canada in the very complex field of educational 
media.” It includes both elementary and secondary schools, and covers 
personnel, equipment and floor plans, with emphasis on educational 
television. No attempt is made to relate the media center with the 
school library. However, although Standards of Library Service for Ca-
nadian Schools and Media Canada are both comparatively recent, a 
new edition of standards is in preparation jointly by the two associa-
tions, and will set up standards for a school resource center to include 
all types of learning materials. 
When the Commission of Enquiry, under John Ridington, looked at 
Canadian universities in 1933, it found twenty-three varying in size 
from Toronto with 11,600 students to three with less than 100, and 
commented “Some of them-unfortunately, not many-are obviously 
operated on the principle that the library is the core and heart of the 
university.” On the other hand, “A few are even content to give lec- 
tures, to hold examinations, and grant degrees without exposing their 
students to any risk of contact with books, outside the texts prescribed 
for the course taken.”26 In the face of such variety the commission did 
not even sugqest that university library standards be prepared. 
In a 1960-61 report by the CLA on The Present State of Library Ser- 
vice in Canada,27 recommendations were made by provincial library 
associations that the “Standards for College Libraries” and “Standards 
for Junior College Libraries,” both formulated by the ACRL, be dis- 
seminated for use in Canada and also that the CLA undertake the es- 
tablishment of standards for academic libraries. In 1962 the need for 
standards for the larger libraries was emphasized by the Williams re- 
port, Resources of Canadian University Libraries for Research in the 
Humanities and Social Sciences,28 prepared for the National Confer- 
ence of Canadian Universities and Colleges by Edwin Williams. In the 
absence of accepted standards Williams could only compare the uni- 
versity libraries with each other and with outstanding Iibraries in the 
United States. 
The Guide t o  Canadian University Library Standards was prepared 
by a committee of the Canadian Association of College and University 
Libraries and issued in June 1965.29 For the purpose of setting stan- 
dards, the committee accepted the definition of “university” used by 
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the Canadian Universities Foundation, “an institution of post-secon- 
dary education, professional training and research, which awards first 
and advanced degrees in two or more faculties”30 with the additional 
provision that it should have an enrollment of 1,000or more. 
Many sections of the Guide resemble a manual rather than stan- 
dards, such as: duties and responsibilities of the librarian, functions of 
administration, line and staff relationships, communications within the 
library and the organization of a government document collection. 
Among the numerical standards included are: a minimum ratio of one 
professional to 300 students, a minimum book collection of 100,000vol-
umes to be increased to 75 volumes per full-time student, 1,000periodi-
cals for 1,000 students and 7,250 for 13,000 students. A comparatively 
long section is devoted to the keeping of statistics with instructions and 
definitions for the counting of books, periodicals and other materials. A 
final section deals with buildings and quotes some of the commonly ac- 
cepted standards for number of seats, and space for office and stack 
areas. A section entitled “The Role of the Library in the Community” 
states that “The purpose of the university library is to give service to 
the students and faculty of the University,” and goes on to discuss the 
extent to which service may be given to private individuals, other insti- 
tutions and commercial enterprises. 
The 1960s were years of unparalleled growth for Canadian universi- 
ties. Several important committees and commissions reported on uni- 
versity development and examined the growth of graduate programs, 
the library resources needed to implement them and the role of the 
federal government. In 1965a survey of libraries in Ontario by Francis 
St. John, Library Consultants, Inc., covered both college and university 
libraries and made some use of the Guide but criticized it for not going 
far enough toward cooperation: “It focuses on the individual university 
library but does not recognize its responsibilities in the larger cosmos. 
, , , We are convinced that only a truly cooperative network of libraries 
of all kinds in Ontario can provide economically the high type of li- 
brary service which is needed.”S1 The Spinks Commission (named for 
its chairman, J. W. T. Spinks) went even further in its 1966 report on 
graduate programs in Ontario universities which recommended “That 
the Research Libraries of all the provincially-supported universities be 
designated as provincial resources and be available to faculty and qual- 
ified graduate students on the basis described in these recommenda- 
tions.’JJ2 
The unprecedented growth of university libraries in the 1960s led to 
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a demand for a new set of standards. In 1969 the Canadian Association 
of College and University Libraries appointed a committee with two 
teams, one from Montreal and one from Toronto. In the two years since 
its appointment the committee has prepared a draft report entitled 
“Trends for the Seventies: Guidelines for Canadian University Li- 
b r a r i e ~ , ” ~ ~but at the end of 1971 the report had not yet received formal 
approval. (Since the above was written, the executive of the Canadian 
Association of College and University Libraries decided not to adopt 
the draft standards and a new committee is being fonned-CACUL 
Newsletter, 4:28, Aug. 1972.) It is a substantial document, written in 
English and French, and differs from the earlier standards in scope and 
sophistication. The chairman of the committee, Daniel Reicher, reported 
that “since the emphasis had shifted from state-of-the-art approach to 
that of a theoretical model, the content of the new document would 
differ substantially from that of the old,” and added that “standards 
based on existing practices could not realistically be usefully applied to 
future situation^."^^ 
In contrast to the United States, where standards for college libraries 
and junior college libraries have been in existence for many years with 
standards for larger universities yet to be published, Canada began 
with standards for the large universities and only recently has under- 
taken standards for small universities and colleges. Two committees 
have been appointed by the Canadian Association of College and Uni- 
versity Libraries, one to formulate standards for community colleges 
and technical institutes and the other for degree-granting colleges and 
smaller universities, but neither committee had completed the stan- 
dards at the end of 1971. 
In all libraries, but especially in academic and research institutions, 
the coordination of library service demands that common standards be 
accepted for aspects of the work once subject to the whim of the indi- 
vidual. Agreed standards for cataloging and classification are of vital 
concern to the National Library of Canada and so to the country as a 
whole if libraries are to take full advantage of the automation of na- 
tional and international bibliographical services. In 1970 a National 
Conference on Cataloguing Standards was held in Ottawa,s5 and 
following this the national librarian set up a task group to consider 
standards both for manual systems and for the exchange of information 
in digital Since the problems facing this task group are exten- 
sive and time-consuming and subject to constant change in techniques 
for storing, processing, and transmitting information, no final report can 
be expected in the near future. 
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Special libraries in Canada, as might be expected, strongly resemble 
special libraries in the United States. As a result, the Canadian chap- 
ters of SLA and the Canadian Association of Special Libraries and In- 
formation Services Section of the CLA have not attempted to set sepa- 
rate standards for Canada, but have used the Objectives and Standards 
for Special Libraries3? compiled by SLA, or standards of special fields 
already available. It is generally agreed that Canadian efforts may best 
be expended on types of institutions in which the influences of history 
and government have resulted in marked differences of organization in 
this country, such as provincial or legislative libraries. 
Provincial library standards are probably the most urgently needed 
in Canada and the most difficult to write because of the wide variety of 
functions found among these libraries. A provincial library, as well as 
serving as a library for the legislature of the province (and often called 
a legislative library), may or may not operate a library extension ser- 
vice, and may or may not serve as a historical research center with spe- 
cial collections of government publications, newspapers and even pro- 
vincial archives. Services combined under the provincial library in one 
province are divided among a variety of agencies in another. As long as 
these circumstances exist the setting of standards can have little mean- 
ing unless the complex of agencies, of which the so-called legislative or 
provincial library may be only one part, is considered as a unit. 
The necessity of provincial library standards has become acute with 
the growing stress placed on the province in the attempt to provide 
total library service for every citizen. The Public Library Standards is-
sued by the CLA lists the ten responsibilities of the library service of a 
province, headed by the following general rule, “Each province or ter- 
ritory should have a programme of library service designed to supple- 
ment that provided by the public library systems within the provincial 
or territorial boundaries.”88 Although no standards have yet been set, 
an extensive study, Canadian Provincial Libraries, by John Beard, 1967, 
concludes with a set of recommendations that will serve as a basis for 
further development.Sg 
A study of Canadian library standards leads to the conclusion that 
standards, if successful, have a short active life; they promote the de- 
velopment of service that makes possible new objectives that in turn 
demand new standards. In Canada they have been an important factor 
in the growth of library collections that now justify the dream of total 
library service for every citizen. With the acceptance of this concept, 
new standards for public, school, academic and special libraries will 
have to be written as part of the standards for a total integrated library 
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system that places the individual Canadian, not the type of institution, 
at the center of the plan. 
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Standards for Libraries in Great Britain 
K .  W. H U M P H R E Y S  
BEFORECONSIDIERING the forms of standards for 
various kinds of British libraries it is necessary to give a brief account 
of the organization of library service in the country. It is important, 
for example, to know for whom recommendations for the improve- 
ment of libraries are intended, since these authorities will be different 
in each case. 
The future of the various national libraries has been the subject of a 
government report,l and as a result a parliamentary white paper' has 
set out the intentions of the government in planning a new structure. 
An attempt to describe the developments in recent years from Interna- 
tional Federation of Library Associations' statements has been made in 
another paper,3 so that the concern here will be with the briefest out- 
line of the state of the organization for national libraries now and in 
the future. In the section on national libraries the question of standards 
as they relate to this type of library will be discussed. 
First, it must be made clear that references will be omitted to the 
National Library of Scotland, the National Library of Wales and such 
other national collections as the Science Museum Library, the Natural 
History Museum (British Museum) Library and the Victoria and Al-
bert Museum Library. Although these have some association with the 
other national libraries they are not included in the proposed British 
Library organization and no standards have been suggested for the im- 
provement of their services. 
The British Library will be composed of the British Museum and the 
National Reference Library for Science and Invention as the reference 
section, and the National Lending Library for Science and Technology 
and the National Central Library as the lending section. All these li- 
braries have been supported by government funds, although the Na- 
tional Central Library for many years received a large proportion of its 
income from subscriptions paid by the users of the library; the role of 
K. W. Humphreys is Librarian, University of Birmingham, England. 
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the government-the Department of Education and Science-however, 
has been increasingly important, so that now the subscription element 
is comparatively small. The British Museum was a semiautonomous 
body, paid for by a government grant and administered by trustees 
who also looked after the National Reference Library for Science and 
Invention. The National Lending Library for Science and Technology 
originally had a consultative committee, but more recently has had no 
governing body apart from the Department of Education and Science. 
The National Central Library was also semiautonomous, having a 
board of trustees and an executive committee with representation of 
library bodies, most of which were users of the services. 
Now all these libraries will be coordinated as the British Library, 
with a permanent board consisting of a chairman (probably full-time) 
and not more than four other full-time members appointed by the sec- 
retary of state for education and science. Until the board can be set up 
there will be a committee with the minister as chairman. It is evident 
therefore that the entire responsibility for the British Library will rest 
with the Department of Education and Science, both for financial sup- 
port and for organization; the minister will in fact appoint the board. 
In these circumstances any recommendations concerning the work of 
the authority will need to be addressed to the department, and particu- 
larly to the minister. Presumably they would be referred to the board 
and appropriately acted upon. So far, such proposals have come from 
the government report on national libraries1 known as the Dainton 
Committee from the name of the chairman-which sought evidence 
from bodies and institutions throughout the country. Some attention 
will be paid later to the work of this committee and other committees 
which may have influenced it. 
The various departments of the government are also responsible for 
the libraries in the departments, e.g., the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office, the Department of Trade and Industry, etc., but in general it 
would be difficult to apply one series of standards to them as they are 
SO diverse. 
All universities in Britain receive grants for their maintenance and 
development from government funds; in most cases this is the most sig- 
nificant portion of their income. These funds are not allocated directly 
by the government to the individual libraries but are channeled 
through the University Grants Committee, which determines the level 
of funding for each university, based upon the committee’s assessment 
of needs. It is possible for the committee itself to establish standards 
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for libraries but unfortunately it does not have a subcommittee on li-
braries, and it has tended to consider norms only for buildings, includ- 
ing library buildings. However, a Committee on Libraries was ap- 
pointed in 1963 by the UGC to make recommendations on university 
libraries, but it was not continued after its report4 was published. The 
findings of this committee-the Parry Committee-will be seen to be 
relevant to this paper. The Committee of Vice-Chancellors and Princi- 
pals has set up a Subcommittee on Libraries, but so far has not at- 
tempted to suggest to the UGC any standards for libraries. 
The strongest influence on the development of university libraries 
has probably been the Standard Conference of National and University 
Libraries-a body modeled on the Association of Research Libraries in 
the United States. Some evidence of its activities is to be found in the 
Parry Report, and it has had a considerable impact on the views of the 
UGC as far as buildings are concerned. The National, University, Col- 
lege and Medical Libraries Committee of the Library Association has 
not issued standards for university libraries, although it has produced 
documents for the Parry Committee and government departments 
which have expressed views on aspects of university librarianship-par- 
ticularly with regard to library staff. 
The establishment of a number of polytechnics in Britain over the 
past two or three years has focused attention on the need to develop 
the libraries of these new institutions which were based on earlier col- 
leges of commerce, art and design, and technology. The polytechnics 
are financed by local authorities which in many cases have been very 
generous. Some standards have been published by the Library Associa- 
tions 
Colleges of technology and colleges of further education are also ad- 
ministered by local authorities. A section of the Library Association is 
devoted to these libraries and has prepared a series of standards to be 
considered later; they have already had an important influence on some 
colleges, including those which are now part of polytechnics. 
It should be noted that polytechnics will be degree-granting institu- 
tions, but degree courses are given in the colleges of technology under 
the auspices of the National Council for Academic Awards. 
Colleges of education at present prepare students for teaching ca- 
reers, although the recommendations of the recent James Committeea 
would change this. After a three-year course a diploma is awarded, but 
if a qualified student opts for a four-year course he or she may be 
granted a degree. As a resuIt the responsibility for colleges of education 
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is rather complex. The local authorities finance the colleges, appoint 
staff, etc., and look after the general administration. The academic as- 
pects are, however, supervised by universities through their schools or 
institutes of education, since individual universities have responsibility 
for a number of colleges. The improvement in the standards of the col- 
lege libraries has resulted largely from the establishment of degree 
courses in the colleges and the pressure put upon the governing bodies 
by the academic staff of the sponsoring university-in some cases, too, 
by the librarians of the schools or institutes and the university librari- 
ans. The standards proposed for these libraries were composed by the 
Colleges and Institutes of Education section of the Library Association. 
Libraries in schools vary in size and importance from the great col- 
lections of some public schools (e.g., Eton, Shrewsbury, etc.) to the 
small working collections in primary schools. ( I t  should be remem- 
bered that in Britain in the private sector there are preparatory schools 
and public schools and in the public sector, administered by local au- 
thorities, there are primary, middle and secondary schools.) Local au- 
thorities have not had a common policy for the provision of libraries in 
schools-sometimes the public librarian or a member of his staff has a 
duty to supervise or even organize them, sometimes the education offi-
cer has some responsibility, and often the school itself will have built 
up its library from resources other than those received from the local 
authority. The School Library Association, composed largely of teach- 
ers, has had some influence on the development of school libraries and 
has promoted the training of teachers in librarianship. The Library As- 
sociation has had a marginal interest in this work, but in 1969 ap-
pointed a committee to consider the existing situation, resulting in a 
number of recommendati~ns,~ some of which will be discussed later. 
The public library system of Great Britain has been built up first by 
large boroughs followed by smaller boroughs, and then by county 
councils, so that almost the whole country is covered by a network of 
libraries available to the general public. They offer a variety of ser-
vices, including borrowing from stock, interlibrary loans, reference ma- 
terial and, in larger authorities, information services. They are financed 
entirely from the rates paid to the relevant local authority. 
In 1965the Public Libraries and Museums Act granted certain pow- 
ers to the government, acting through the Department of Education 
and Science, to insure that all local authorities provided adequate ser- 
vice.* As a result the Library Advisory Councils (one each for England 
and Wales-none for Scotland or Northern Ireland) were required to 
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advise the secretary of state on the standards which would be accept-
able in different areas of the country according to size and density of 
population. As these standards have not yet appeared, the Report of 
the Working Party appointed by the Ministry of Education must be 
considered.D 
Mention should also be made of libraries in hospitals. The medical 
service in Britain is organized by the Ministry of Health and Social Se- 
curity with the country divided, for hospital administration purposes, 
into regions and districts. Each regional or district hospital board has 
some overall responsibility for library provision in its hospitals and in- 
dividual hospitals have made attempts to obtain reasonable working 
collections of books and periodicals, The ministry has not made any 
recommendations to boards or hospitals for improving library services. 
A joint committee of the Medical Section and the Hospital Libraries 
Section of the Library Association tried to fill this gap in 1965by issu- 
ing StandardslO and a new version produced by a special committee of 
the Library Association should be available shortly. 
Before describing the various standards for British libraries, it may 
be worth discussing what is meant by “standards.” In a paper pre- 
sented by the author to the University Libraries Sub-section of IFLA 
at  its thirty-fifth session in Copenhagen in 1969, some of the so-called 
standards for university libraries in several countries of the world were 
examined.ll I then quoted what is still an excellent description of stan- 
dards from Standards for South African Public Libraries: 
Library standards may be defined as the criteria by which . . . , library 
services may be measured and assessed. They are determined by profes- 
sional librarians in order to attain and maintain the objectives they have set 
themselves. Standards may be interpreted variously as the pattern of an 
ideal, a model procedure, a measure for appraisal, a stimulus for future 
development and improvement and as an instrument to assist decision and 
action not only by librarians themselves but by laymen concerned in- 
directly with the institution, planning and administration of . . . library 
services.12 
In general standards tend to be quantitative, since these are easy to 
interpret to those laymen responsible for funding library services. It is 
necessary, however, to put these into the correct perspective and there 
must also be questions of principle; to put it another way, quantitative 
considerations are worthless unless they are accompanied by qualita-
tive standards, which unfortunately too often can only be expressed as 
generalities and are therefore more difficult to explain. To say, for ex- 
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ample, that a university library with 3,000 students should have a li-
brary of not less than 250,000 volumes can be understood even by ad- 
ministrators, but it is much more complicated to describe the principles 
on which the 250,000 volumes are selected to insure the highest quality 
stock for a particular university library. 
In the remainder of this article I have attempted to point out princi- 
ples as well as the commoner statistical methods of assessing the value 
of a library’s services. 
NATIONALIBRARIES 
A number of discussions took place internationally on the functions 
of a national library, including the Vienna Symposium13 and the meet- 
ings of the National and University Libraries Section of IFLA.I4 One 
result of such a revaluation of the role of the national library in a coun- 
try’s library services was a chapter in the Parry Report4 which proposed 
an integrated system with a coordinated national library at its apex. 
Few of the recommendations established quantitative standards, but 
they did imply policy. For example, the National Library should have a 
complete collection of British books and as wide ranging a collection of 
foreign literature as possible. It should have responsibility for interli- 
brary loans, for national reference and bibliographical services and 
should be the focal point for all library development in the country. 
These proposals, it w7ill be seen, relate to principle only and not to 
standards, since the committee was mainly concerned with university 
libraries. 
It would not be appropriate here to expand on the Report of the Na-
tional Libraries Committee1 as has been attempted el~ewhere,~ but a 
few examples of implied, and occasionally expressly stated, standards 
are to be found. In the section on the provision of literature on the hu- 
manities and social sciences for interlibrary lending it is suggested that 
additions to the National Lending Library loan stocks should only be 
made in cases where: 
(i) there is a case for the fastest possible service, 
(ii) 	the intensity of demand is likely to be sufficiently high to produce an 
acceptably low unit cost of issue, 
(iii) 	the material is not available more cheaply from another source.15 
The coverage of the National Reference Library for Science and In-
vention, it is recommended, 
should be adequate to satisfy the need for: (i) a comprehensive collec-
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tion of British and foreign patent literature; (ii) such technical and trade 
literature as is associated with ( i )  above; (iii) other technical and sci- 
entific literature which, wilh (ii),  would satisfy a high proportion of the 
south-east regional reference needs in association with other libraries in 
the region; (iv) such bibliographic, information and referral facilities as 
are justified by demands for ( i ), (ii) and (iii) above.16 
The white paper on the British LibraryP could only set out general 
principles for libraries, although it gave more details of the proposed 
administrative arrangements. Perhaps the most important was the 
statement that: 
The objective of the British Library will be to provide the best possible 
central library services for the United Kingdom. They include: 
(a )  preserving and making available for reference at least one copy of 
every book and periodical of domestic origin and of as many over- 
seas publications as possible. The aim will be to provide as com-
prehensive a reference service of last resort as possible. If a reader 
cannot get what he wants near at hand he will know he can find 
it in the British Library. 
(b) providing an efficient central lending and photocopying service in 
support of the other libraries and information systems of the coun- 
try; and 
(c)  	 roviding central cataloguing and other bibliographic services re- 
Eted not only to the needs of the central libraries but to those of li-
braries and information centres throughout the country and in close 
co-operation with central libraries 0verseas.~7 
Finally, in this section, it may be noted that the British Library B i l P  
gives no suggestions of standards, being entirely devoted to the legal 
and administrative changes which will result from transferring powers 
from the trustees of the British Museum to the new authority and the 
constitution of the British Library Board, Thus, although a great deal 
of thought has been given to the British Library by librarians and oth- 
ers, few standards for the national library have been evolved. 
UNIVERSTIYLIBRARIES 
I n  July 1963the UGC appointed a Committee on Libraries with the 
following terms of reference: 
To consider the most effective and economical arrangements for meet-
ing the needs of the Universities and Colleges of Advanced Technology 
and Central Institutions for books and periodicals, taking into account 
expanding staff and student populations, the possible needs of other 
users, the growth of research, the rising costs of books and periodicals 
and the increasing capital cost of library accommodation; to assess how 
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far greater use might with advantage be made of shared facilities, both 
between the institutions themselves and between them, outside library 
systems and other institutions, and of modern methods of reproduction;
and to report.19 
The committee was therefore not required to lay down standards for 
the future in the strict sense, although its recommendations include 
statements on preferred methods of library organization and the future 
of cooperation. One important section, for example, sets out the reasons 
for recommending the integration of departmental and other libraries 
with the main library. Under “Library Services” it suggests that stu- 
dents should be given guidance on the use of libraries, that each uni- 
versity library should meet its demand for evening and weekend hours 
of opening as far as is practically possible, that reference and informa- 
tion services should be provided, and that libraries should maintain the 
closest liaison with the university central service for audiovisual aids. 
The question of the relationship between a library’s book stock for 
undergraduates and for research purposes was considered, but no sug- 
gestion for a standard method of provision was put forward. The only 
proposal was that a special allocation be made to each university for 
the purchase of textbooks of 223 per undergraduate. It should be noted 
that in Britain, where most students receive grants during their univer- 
sity careers, the grant is made up of a number of elements, of which 
one is for the purchase of books. 
The Parry Committee was especially influenced in its financial stan- 
dards by the document prepared by the Standing Conference of Na- 
tional and University Libraries. It accepted the following criteria as 
important for determining the level of recent expenditure: 
(a)  the number of subjects and branches of subjects in which teaching 
and research are carried on in the university; 
(b) the depth of research in each subject and the range of interests 
among the teaching staff-this is particularly applicable in disci- 
plines where research is carried on by individuals rather than by 
teams, or where there is a departmental research programme; 
(c)  the extent to which the topography of the university necessitates the 
establishment of outlying subject libraries, which usually involve 
duplication; and 
(d)  special responsibilities, e.g. the existence of substantial special c01-
lections, collections of archives and manuscripts, and local respon- 
sibilities, for example to hospital authorities, agricultural research 
and to colleges of educationoZo 
Therefore, while acknowledging the variety of needs of Weren t  uni- 
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versities, the committee recommended a model university expenditure 
for a library of 500,000 volumes in a university with 3,000 undergradu-
ates, 1,000 research students and 500 teaching staff. In this model it 
was assumed that 25 percent of the sum spent on books and periodicals 
would be satisfactory for the binding fund, and that 10 percent would 
be spent on “sundries.” It was also agreed that SCONUL’s figures of 50 
percent for books, periodicals, etc., and 50 percent for staff was a rea- 
sonable division of a university library’s total allocation. Doubling the 
book funds gave a figure which suggested that in an average university 
the library’s proportion of the university’s total expenditure should be 6 
percent, which compared favorably with the 3.8 percent average for 
the country for that time. 
In  a paper prepared for the SCONUL subcommittee by D. J. Urqu-
hart on service standards for university libraries, it was suggested that it 
was possible to frame a statement which would describe the level of 
acceptability of the services offered by a library’s stock. He proposed 
that 95 percent of undergraduates’ requests should be satisfied from the 
library’s stocks and 85 percent should be available on demand. For staff 
and research students these figures were reduced to 90 percent and 80 
percent respectively. The subcommittee, however, had serious doubts 
about the validity of this approach to the problem and did not include 
it in its evidence to the Parry Committee. 
Buildings were not included in the terms of reference of the Parry 
Committe, so that no standards are proposed. It was left to a working 
party of the UGC to establish such standards for use by the UGC in 
assessing the library building needs of each university.21 It is not ap- 
propriate to list here all the detailed specifications discussed by the 
working party, but some of the more important points will be of inter- 
est. Perhaps the basic items are those which determine the overall size 
of a new building: 
1. It is assumed that throughout all the university’s libraries there is a 
ratio of one seat to three arts students and one to five science students; 
2. that each seat occupies 2.3 mz (25 sq. ft.) of space (with extra for 
special purposes, e.g., carrels, seminar rooms, etc.); 
3. a number of norms for the storage of books are given depending on 
the type and method of stacking, together with areas for stafl which 
vary according to grade, and other service or technical areas (e.g.,
bindery, photographic laboratories, etc. ) ; this should represent the 
usable area, to which is added a balance area of 32.5 percent, giving 
the total gross area required. 
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COLLEGEL m m s  
POLYTECHNICS 
The establishment of polytechnics and the appointment of their li-
brarians has been too recent for full standards to be prepared for them. 
The Library Association did, however, suggest some principles and a 
few quantitative norms in 1968.5 It was recommended that the libraries 
should contain not only books and periodicals but also nonbook media 
and facilities for their use. They should play a major part in the teach- 
ing program by stimulating intellectual curiosity and independent 
learning and by counteracting the specialization inculcated by teaching 
courses. So far as the stocks of the library were concerned, some very 
definite statements were made: 
1. A basic stock of 150,000 volumes and 3,000 periodical titles for 2,000 
undergraduates. A minimum annual budget of 2,660,000 for books 
and periodicals and 2,10,000 for other library materials. 
Eighty percent of the stock should be on open access at 90 sq. ft. 
per 1,000 volumes, and the other 20 percent at 45 sq. ft. per 1,OOO 
volumes. 
2. Seating requirements should vary according to the subjects studied; 
one seat to four students in sciences and technology and one to three 
for other disciplines. Each undergraduate reader’s place would oc- 
cupy 25 sq. ft. and postgraduate 35sq. ft. 
Staffing requirements are given in proportion to the size of the stock, 
etc., but the guide, in an appendix, lists a total of ninety-seven staff, of 
whom thirty-eight are professionally qualified-out of all proportion to 
the situation existing in most polytechnic libraries. 
COLLEGES OF TECHNOLOGY ANTI OTHER ESTABLISHMENTS OF 
FURTHER EDUCATION 
The latest version of the Library Association’s standards was issued in 
197lZ2and gives a full account of the different aspects of college li- 
braries. Its first principle is that the library’s stock should be sufEcient 
to meet the main needs in all subjects taught in the college-apart from 
those books which students should buy for themselves. In quantitative 
terms it is suggested that the basic stock for a college without degree 
work should not be less than 10,000 book titles, and for a larger col- 
lege with some degree work and specialized advanced courses not less 
than 25,000 titles; periodical titles should range from 100 to 600. 
Library staff should be provided in a ratio of one to every twenty 
teachers, with a ratio of 40:60professional to nonprofessional staff. 
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The recommendations on buildings cover siting, convenience of ac- 
cess, placing for expansion, aspects of construction and some indica- 
tions of size. Size is given as 6,000 sq. ft. for a small college and 18,000 
sq. ft. for a regional college based on one place for every five students 
of applied science and technology, 1:4 for pure science, and 1:3 for 
other disciplines, at 25 sq. ft. per undergraduate and 35 sq. ft. for post- 
graduates. Book stocks should occupy 90 sq. ft. in open access and 45 
sq. ft in closed access per 1,000 volumes, and library staff should be 
allocated 100 sq. ft. each. It should be noted that these figures are very 
similar to those in other Library Association standards. 
A number of general points are made about the financing of the li- 
brary, but one item is specific: that the college library expenditures 
should be 2 to 3 percent of the college expenditure. 
COILEGES OF EDUCATION 
The most recent memorandum on standards for the development of 
college libraries will be published shortly. It states that the library 
should be a comprehensive general and academic library, and a profes- 
sional library for prospective teachers, where all aspects of education 
and children’s interests, including textbooks, audiovisual aids and chil- 
dren’s books, are amply represented. The functions of the library are 
then listed, of which the first is “to supply books, periodicals and other 
materials needed by students in all the subjects of study which they 
pursue, to the necessary 
The book stock to fulfill these requirements is carefully reasoned, 
and the general conclusions are that there should be a minimum of 
20,000 volumes of currently effective stock in the main library and 
7,500 volumes in the school services section. Acquisitions should be at 
the rate of at least 60 books per student in a college of 500 or more 
students, and at least 75 books per student in smaller colleges. It is esti- 
mated that the total stocks of the colleges should have grown over two 
years (given a suggested wastage rate) to 39,000 volumes in colleges 
with up to 500 students; 54,750 with up to 750 students; and 70,250 
with up to 1,000 students, Periodical titles could amount to 200, and 
the visual aids collections could contain 10,000 pictures, charts and 
maps and 3,000 items in other forms. 
In financial terms the memorandum suggests that colleges would 
need to spend, as a minimum, S6 per student and 2215 per member 
of staff for the first 500 students and thereafter at a rate of 523.12per 
student and €9: per member of staff. To this should be added 10 per-
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cent for binding and for replacements; sundries (stationery and minor 
equipment) should require an additional 5 percent. 
Estimates of staff needs show a series of formulae from colleges with 
under 500 students with two professional and one nonprofessional staff 
members to those with over 1,250 students, with four professional and 
four nonprofessional staff members. 
In setting out a brief for a new building, it is suggested that seating 
should be provided for one-quarter of the student and staff population, 
with 25 sq. ft. allowed for each reading place, 35 sq. ft. being available 
for carrels. Book storage is recommended at 75 sq. ft. per 1,000 volumes 
on open access and 55 sq. ft. for closed access; 20 percent of the stocks 
would be in closed access storage. 
SCHOOL LIBRARIES 
The Library Association published a memorandum on school library 
resource centres in 1970 because “There has . . .been no national direc- 
tion and the absence of any published standards has handicapped 
progress and has led to extreme variations in the provision of school li- 
braries up and down the country.’’7 The memorandum describes the 
purpose and function of the school library and distinguishes between 
the needs of pupils in primary schools and those in secondary schools. 
Preference is shown for an administrative arrangement where there is a 
school library service department, financed by the education depart- 
ment of the local authority and organized by the public library. Local 
authorities are recommended to have a definite policy on the provi- 
sion of school libraries, formulated by consultations between the chief 
librarian and the chief education officer. 
Attention is paid to the categories of book stocks which should be 
provided and it is recommended that to meet most requirements there 
should be from 2,000 to 4,000 books in a primary school library; in a 
new school the initial stock should not be less than 1,000 volumes. In 
middle and secondary schools there should be no fewer than ten books 
per pupil below sixth form level and fifteen per pupil at sixth form 
level (i.e., aged 15 or 16 upwards). 
It is suggested that library staff should be appointed on a basic for- 
mula of one professional and one clerical for 800 to 1,000 pupils, two 
professional and one clerical for 1,000 to 1,500 pupils, and three profes- 
sional and two clerical for 1,500 and above. The librarian would have 
responsibility not only for books, but also for audiovisual materials of 
all kinds. 
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Accommodation for the library should include space for one-tenth of 
the pupils; in primary schools they will need 20 sq. ft. per place and in 
the others 25 sq. ft. per reader. Examples are given of the total area 
required; for example, in a primary school with 400 pupils it will be 
800 sq. ft., and in middle and secondary schools of 1,650 pupils it will 
be 4,425 sq. ft. 
PUBLICLIBRARIES 
It may be objected that too much space has been devoted to the 
problems of academic libraries and too little to the most important area 
of library service in Britain. However, much more information on pub- 
lic library standards has been published than on the libraries men- 
tioned above and a great deal of the material is easily available and 
well known. F. N. Withers, who has had a great deal of experience 
with public library development in the Department of Education and 
Science, has given an admirable summary of the recent activities of the 
various bodies which have been concerned with public library stan- 
dards, and his list of references is particularly helpfuLZ4 As we have 
been waiting a long time for the revision of local authorities’ bounda- 
ries to be implemented, which will result in a much smaller number of 
authorities (which therefore will be large), the recommendations of 
the Library Advisory Councils for England and for Wales have not 
been published; the latest statement for England and Wales is that of 
the working party set up by the then Ministry of Education in 1961, 
with some additions proposed by the Library Advisory Councils for 
England and for WalesSz5 For Scotland the relevant standards were 
made by a working party appointed by the secretary of state for Scot- 
land and which reported in 1969.26 Their recommendations are very 
similar to those which relate to England and Wales. 
The working party’s report made a number of qualitative statements 
of general applicability to all types of public libraries. The quantitative 
recommendations can be summarized as follows: 
A. Book Stock 
1. For a basic library service 
a )  Adult non-fiction 
1) Annual purchase of 2,000 adult nodction titles for lending 
purposes. 
2) A minimum annual addition of 300 volumes to allow for 
duplicates and replacements. 
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b )  Reference material 
1) Specialized bibliographical tools should be more generally 
provided and British abstracting and indexing journals avail- 
able. 
2 )  Up-to-date editions of the majority of the items in a recom- 
mended list of reference books and bibliographical tools, to 
gether with local history material, etc. Three hundred items 
should be added annually to augment or replace existing stock. 
c )  Adult fiction 
Three thousand volumes of adult fiction in the English language 
should be purchased annually, of which half would be for dup- 
lication and replacement. 
d )  Children’s books 
Every library giving basic service should purchase not less than 
1,500volumes of children’s books annually, of which about half 
would be for duplication and replacement. 
e )  	Periodicals 
Fifty periodicals of general interest should be taken regularly. 
f ) 	Foreign-language publications 
Not less than 100 volumes in foreign languages should be added 
annually. 
2. A standard of general applicability 
The annual provision of not less than 250 volumes of all kinds and 
of not less than ninety adult non-fiction volumes for lending and ref- 
erence purposes per thousand population can be stated as a standard 
for general application, provided that the basic requirements have 
been met. 
3. 	Standards for libraries providing more than the basic service 
a ) 	Libraries serving about 100,000 population should add some 
5,500adult nonfiction titles annually. 
b ) 	Libraries serving between 30,000 and 100,000population should 
add annually the appropriate portion of adult nonfiction titles 
within the two standards of 2,300 and 5,500 titles; such libraries 
should add approximately 500 additional adult nonfiction titles 
for every 10,000 of population served, up to 100,000. 
c )  Authorities with populations over 100,000 will need to provide 
not only the basic titles referred to, but substantial proportions 
of the more specialized books, government publications and 
other pamphlets published in Britain, as well as many American 
and foreign-language publications. 
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4.Standards for branches unable to provide a basic library service 
250 volumes (of which 90are nodction) should be added annually 
per 1,000 population. 
B. Staf 
1. There should be one nonmanual staff to every 2,500 population
served. 
2. For populations up to 100,000 forty percent of the nonmanual staff 
should be qualified librarians, 33 percent in areas of concentrated 
population and not less than 25 percent in the very largest cities. 
C. Premises 
1. In urban areas no person should normally have to travel more than 
one mile to a library. 
2. In communities having a natural center which are not part of a 
larger urban area, a library open for thirty hours a week or more 
should be provided for populations over 4,000; a library open for 
more than ten but less than thirty hours a week for populations of 
1,000 to 4,000 and a staffed center or mobile library service for com- 
munities below 1,000.~ 
It will be noted that the new standards for public libraries to be is-
sued by IFLA shortly and referred to elsewhere in this issue have been 
influenced by these standards. 
HOSPITALLIBRARIES 
The Library Association has given considerable attention to the need 
for satisfactory libraries in hospitals. Two or three aspects of the prob- 
lem have tended to be confused in earlier attempts to frame standards 
-these concern patients, medical staff and nurses, with para-medical 
staff usually being included with medical staff. It is hoped that the new 
standards to be published later this year will have unravelled this 
twisted skein to give a more rational ~ t a t e m e n t . ~ ~  
It is expected that there will be a general library for the use of pa-
tients and staff and a medical and technical library and information 
service for the medical and para-medical staff in each hospital. Student 
nurses would have a separate library service in their teaching area. 
For the general library the book stocks recommended are a minimum 
of 3,000 books for hospitals with 250 beds or more; those with between 
300 and 600 beds need up to 5,000 books. A chartered librarian with 
voluntary helpers should be available. The library would occupy a 
minimum of 37 sq. m., with an additional 18 sq. m. for storage and 
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work space. There are other suggested areas for larger hospitals-200 to 
400 beds, 56 sq. m.; 401 to 600 beds, 65 sq. m.; over 600 beds, 74 sq. m. 
No figure is given for the book stocks of the medical library as this, 
the memorandum suggests, depends on a number of factors, including 
the size of the hospital and staff. I t  points out the need for up-to-date 
standard medical books and at least 250 periodicals in a regional li-
brary and 50 to 100 in district general hospitals. I n h x  Medicus and 
access to MEDLARS should be available for every medical library. 
The space requirements for these libraries are recommended as 
follows: regional library (reading room, 186 sq. m.; book store, 93 sq. 
m.), district general hospital library, etc. (reading room, 93 sq. m.; 
book store, 47 sq. m.), and library in a smaller hospital (reading room, 
47 sq. m.). In each case 235 sq. m. should be added for working space. 
Readers should be allowed 2.5 sq. m. each. 
It will be evident that in Britain a number of standards have been 
provided for different kinds of libraries and that, as is necessary, these 
are being frequently updated. The intention of most of these standards 
is to suggest levels of provision which are better than those currently in 
use. They aim to encourage authorities to improve their services in the 
immediate future and as soon as those targets have been reached a 
higher standard is produced to push the limits still further. It is there- 
fore not surprising that most standards of this kind are based on pres- 
ent practice and experience. Very few have been the result of investi- 
gations into the needs of the users or with any consideration of more 
economic methods which may be adopted. In the Parry Report on uni- 
versity libraries it was suggested several times that more research 
needed to be carried out on the sufficiency of services and the success 
rate they a ~ h i e v e . ~  If it is stated that a library should have 250,000 vol-
umes, it is assumed that these have been selected spec8cally with the 
needs of the users in mind. Even if this is true, it does not follow that 
this fullills the purpose for which it was intended to any great degree 
of satisfaction. We have such theoretical bases put forward as the 85 
percent, the 90 percent or 9S percent libraries which supply the de- 
mands of readers to this extent, but we have no means as yet of decid- 
ing whether 60 percent or 95 percent or somewhere in between is the 
most rewarding figure from the point of view of library expenditure. At 
what stage, in fact, is it too expensive to attempt to improve on the 
percentage of success-and does it depend on types of library, level of 
teaching or research, or even on location? Standards should help with 
these important qualitative judgments. 
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Efforts for International Standardization in 
Libraries 
O T T O  L O H M A N N  
RATIONALIZATIONis the motto in libraries today, 
as it has been for a long time in commerce, technology and industry. 
An explosive development in the fields of research and information and 
a very small reservoir of human working capacity make absolutely 
necessary an economical utilization of all possibilities in library work 
and documentation. Optimal solutions are only possible by the use of 
standards, as commerce, technology and industry have already demon- 
strated. Whether desirable or not, scholarly libraries are gradually 
becoming factories of scientific information, which they have to pro- 
duce quickly and reliably with methods similar to those of moving 
belts.' This applies not only to special libraries but also to the large 
general libraries which might otherwise become isolated islands of 
backward and antiquated contemplation with no relevance for sci- 
entific progress today. The necessity of a quick presentation of scien-
tific results does not only apply to natural sciences, medicine and tech- 
nology, but also to the humanities, which today depend more and 
more on quickly accessible and precise information. Today all kinds 
of libraries-not only those with strictly scholarly aims-are forced to 
carry out rationalization and standardization in order to reach a maxi- 
mum of capacity with limited personnel. The demand of citizens for 
education, higher education, professional education and information is 
increasing. To answer this demand is a fundamental function of li-
braries. 
Today, when the increasing flood of information and the new techni- 
cal possibilities provoke the libraries to international cooperation more 
than ever before, the contribution to standardization is one of the most 
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important tasks of the International Federation of Library Associations. 
Here a very close cooperation with the International Organization for 
Standardization (IS0 ) and the International Federation of Documen-
tation (FID) is necessary, for only by making library methods and pro- 
ceedings uniform will an international cooperation really be possible. 
It is interesting to know why the IFLA Committee on Statistics and 
Standards extended its functions to the creation of norms. Originally 
constituted as the Committee on Library Statistics, it was concerned 
with the preparation of international library statistics (a t  conferences in 
The Hague 1966, in Paris 1967). Very soon it became clear that compa- 
rable international statistics could only be set up after a common termi- 
nology was established in all countries, including exactly defined con- 
ceptions and categories. Standardization was the first condition. The 
circumstances of all other projects of library cooperation are similar. At 
the IFLA Conference in FrankfurtlMain in 1968 it was resolved, there- 
fore, to extend the tasks of the committee to general library standard- 
ization. Until 1952, there had been an IFLA Committee on Standard- 
izatioq2 which ended its activities in favor of IS0 Technical Commit- 
tee 46 (Documentation, Book and Library Science). Undoubtedly this 
decision was wrong, because then an IFLA head office for this function 
was missing, which would also have been important for a close collabo- 
ration with ISO. 
Standards may be of material, quantifiable nature, but they may also 
be nonmaterial, intellectual, or, expressed in another way, qualitative 
(e.g., international definitions). They may be made for the national 
sphere, or they may be international. All of these will be discussed in 
the following compilation. National standards may be useful as an ex- 
perience or a first step to international standards, but they can also be 
obstructive. Thus the different national cataloging rules are a severe 
problem, which will be discussed later. 
In the following, the efforts for unification will be described compre- 
hensively, even if these have not-or not yet-resulted in a standard in 
the strict sense of being adopted by I S 0  and by the national standards 
committees. Here, the concept of “standard” is understood in a broad 
sense. But such a broad picture is necessary in order to see the back- 
ground from which real standards can arise. As the material is wide- 
spread, this article does not claim completeness; although the author 
does attempt to show the essential developments. 
The oldest international standard for libraries seems to be the cata- 
log card of international format (75by 125mm, not corresponding com- 
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pletely with the U.S.norm), which came from the US.  at the begin- 
ning of the twentieth century and was officially introduced in Europe 
much later. The intention was to make catalog cards exchangeable and 
to make possible central cataloging by the central printing of title cards 
to be distributed to a number of other libraries (e.g., title printings of 
the Library of Congress in Washington, D.C. since 1901, Preussische 
Staatsbibliothek in Berlin since 1909). The exchangeability of catalog 
cards presumes uniform cataloging rules; as these were lacking, the ex- 
changeability was limited by national frontiers. The quantitative stan- 
dard was not followed by an intellectual one. Nevertheless the intro- 
duction of the international format of catalog cards was progressive, 
because it often led to national exchangeability. Also, at present the 
distribution of centrally produced catalog cards to associated libraries 
is frequently carried out, which will be discussed below. 
Before surveying recent developments, it is helpful to refer to five 
publications showing the importance and development of library stan- 
dards in the last years. The essay of D. Loman, “Standardization in 
Documentation,” complemented by an important supplement of Paul 
P ~ i n d r o n , ~shows the situation in the field of documentation, where the 
first experiments in standardization of computers appear. The report on 
“IS0 Activities in Bibliography and Doc~mentation”~ recapitulates all 
facts concisely. It gives a survey on the standards reached or still being 
worked out by IS0 for bibliographical quotations, abbreviations, 
makeup of publications ( title, page and index), reports of congresses, 
the transliteration of the Cyrillic alphabet and of oriental alphabets, in- 
cluding Japanese and Chinese, and reprography. 
The essay by Carlos V. Penna5 is of special importance; his work, 
coming out of South American circumstances and so meaningful for de- 
veloping countries, dedicates a whole chapter to the working out of 
standards6 Like statistics, standards are an important instrument for 
the development of libraries. 
The work of F. N. Withers‘ describes standards for all kinds of li- 
braries in different countries and establishes a framework of standards, 
which may be used for developing countries, without giving quantita- 
tive norms, which may be different according to circumstances. In ref- 
erence to the Withers work, the critical objection must be made that 
national libraries and special libraries cannot be dealt with on two or 
three pages. I t  also has to be underlined that principally national stan- 
dards are dealt with here, and that in most cases they are not standards 
in accordance with the various national standards organizations. They 
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are, if anything, an average of different values and recommendations of 
the national library organizations. It is strange that Withers fully ne- 
glects the efforts for establishing uniform cataloging rules and the stan- 
dardization of library statistics. Indeed, uniform cataloging rules are a 
fundamental service for the user, and national library systems become 
comparable only by standardized library statistics. The report by R. P. 
Haritonov, Deputy Head of the All-Union Information Centre on Stan- 
dards and Specification, on the standardization of information and li- 
brary processes in the USSR is of special interestas It  is desirable that 
these standards should be published also in Western languages so that 
they would be more accessible to the library community, The author 
recognizes the necessity of coordination with ISO/TC46, IFLA and 
FID. 
CATALOGING STANDARDS 
The difference in national cataloging rules is a fundamental prob- 
lem of library cooperation. It is preventing the urgently needed ex- 
change of catalog information on an international level, especially with 
reference to the developing techniques of machine-readable cataloging. 
Magnetic tapes with stored title entries can only be exchanged effec- 
tively after cataloging rules have been made largely compatible. For 
more than ten years, the demand for uniform cataloging rules has stood 
in the foreground of IFLA activity. Pioneer work in this field has been 
done by the Committee on Cataloguing Rules. The international Con- 
ference on Cataloguing Principles in Paris in 1961, arranged by IFLA 
with support of Unesco, was the basic event in this direction, from 
which impulses are still emanating today. It was the aim of the confer- 
ence to come to an agreement on fundamental principles of entries for 
the author and title catalog. The official report was submitted in 1963.9 
An annotated edition of the adopted cataloging principles has been 
published under Unesco contract by Arthur Chaplin and Dorothy An- 
derson.lO Chaplin's fundamental essay in the Unesco Bulletin describes 
the results reached after five years.11 It shows the worldwide influence 
of the Paris conference. Even though uniform cataloging rules for the 
whole world have not yet been reached, without doubt a clear develop- 
ment toward assimilation has begun. A second and final edition of the 
Statement of Cataloguing Principles intended by IFLA ( Committee 
on Cataloguing) is being compiled by Eva Verona (Yugoslavia). 
From the Paris conference some particular problems arose which 
have been or are still treated by IFLA under Unesco contract. The re- 
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sult is four publications, dealing with names of persons,12 anonymous 
classics,13 names of states14 and the standardization of bibliographical 
dates in catalog entries.15 The aim of Gorman’s study was to develop a 
standard of bibliographical description on the basis of a comparison of 
different national bibliographies, in order to make exchangeable the 
bibliographical or catalog information of national bibliographies. These 
investigations are still in progress, Partly as a continuation of the Paris 
conference and in connection with the IFLA conference, an interna- 
tional meeting of cataloging experts took place in Copenhagen in 1969. 
The object of this meeting was to further efforts for an international 
standard of title entries. For the first time the possibilities of automa- 
tion in exchanging bibliographical information were in the back- 
ground. Further details may be found in the reports of A. H. Chaplinl6 
and of Chaplin and Dorthy Anderson.17 At the experts’ conference in 
Copenhagen in 1969, a working party for Standard Bibliographic De- 
scription was formed in connection with the studies of Michael Gor- 
man. The group took up activities immediately and arranged two meet-
ings in London and Paris.18 
Whereas the Paris conference of 1961 had been mainly occupied 
with the choice and form of headings, members now tried to fix all ele- 
ments necessary for a bibliographical description in a distinct order of 
succession. With the development of the SBD an evolution seems to 
have begun, which may be of great importance for international coop- 
eration.lg The bibliographical title description developed by the Com- 
mittee on Cataloguing is primarily meant for library catalogs. The 
IFLA Committee on Bibliography has now recognized that some spe- 
cial points of view must be added for the purposes of bibliography 
proper (independent of libraries), and that therefore a close coopera- 
tion in all questions of standardization between both committees, lack- 
ing until now, is absolutely necessary.2o The Committee on Cataloguing 
of the USSR is occupied with an international list of uniform headings 
of corporate bodies.21 A draft has been presented in 1970, which ur- 
gently needs an enlargement, as not all important countries have been 
considered. I t  should be mentioned here that the IFLA Section of Par- 
liamentary Libaries is working on a model for a bibliographical de- 
scription of parliamentary papers.22 The IFLA Committee on Rare and 
Precious Books and Documents developed standards for the biblio- 
graphic description of books and articles referring to the history of 
printed books and the library.23 But these standards should be brought 
into a closer connection with the standard bibliographic description of 
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the IFLA Committee on Cataloguing. Above all, in view of possible later 
automation, the international standard book number and serial num- 
ber, where they exist, should be included for each title. 
An important event in the handling of cataloging standards, a confer- 
ence arranged by the Canadian National Library was held on May 19-
20, 1970.The aim of this conference was a national one, i.e., the develop- 
ment of a Canadian network of libraries and information systems on 
a uniform basis, in which the national bibliography (Canadiana) and 
the national union catalog are of central importance. But the handling 
of the problems was so instructive and exemplary for the whole inter- 
national situation in the fields of uniform cataloging, and so involved 
with international problems (including automation) that it is men- 
tioned here. It is hoped that the proceedings of the meeting will be 
published soon; interested persons may receive copies of the material 
from the National Library in Ottawa. The plans for creating a univer- 
sal bibliographic data bank and some propositions for standardization 
of subject cataloging are of special interest. Anyone occupied with 
standardization of cataloging should take note of the investigations of 
this meetingsz4 
The importance of disposing of approximated and compatible cata- 
loging rules is shown by the project of shared cataloging put into prac- 
tice by the Library of Congress, in which numerous countries are par- 
ticipatingSz5 Information may be found in the reports of L. Quincy 
MumfordZ6 and of Herman Liebaers.2' Until now this project has been 
advantageous really only for Anglo-American countries, whereas diffi- 
culties are emerging for non-English speaking European countries, as 
Franz Kaltwasser has demonstratedaZ6 
The distribution of centrally produced catalog cards to libraries of 
one system has already been mentioned. Such a distribution is only 
possible when cataloging rules in these systems are standardized. A 
study on this subject has been written under a Unesco contract with 
IFLA by R. S. Giljarewskij.28 A distribution on an international level, 
which would be extremely economical, could be carried out only after 
a complete international uniforming of cataloging rules, and when a 
rational and quick distribution of the cards is possible, e.g., by the con- 
temporaneous production of the book and the catalog card (cataloging 
at source). Unfortunately this goal is still far away. 
It is strange that in IFLA there is no committee for questions of sub-
ject cataloging, although many libraries are using an international sys- 
tem-decimal classification. Here, the field is left to FID, which has 
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earned great merit in developing and accommodating the decimal clas- 
sification to modern scholarly needs. Compare the yearly reports of 
FID as well as the FID reports in the IFLA proceedings since 1965. It 
is questionable whether IFLA can continue to stand apart from the ef- 
forts to provide a standardization of classification. The needed ex- 
change of bibliographic information by automatic procedures will not 
only cover alphabetically arranged title material, but also the answer- 
ing of distinct questions in special fields. Eventually cooperation be- 
tween IFLA and FID will become necessary in this field in order to 
coordinate the needs of libraries which are perhaps different in some 
points. 
There are other possibilities of classification, e.g., the widespread 
system of the Library of Congress. It is probably impossible to develop 
a classikation system (except that of decimal classification), which 
would be valid in the whole world, but a partial standardization is un- 
doubtedly possible. Here one should refer to the contribution of Ro- 
sario Varennes to the Conference on Cataloguing in Ottawa in 1970 
(Normalisation de la classification et des vedettes matikres). It may 
also be noted that a working group-Uniform Classification System-has 
been found at the German Library Conference (Deutsche Bibliotheks- 
konferenz), which will investigate the possibilities of a standardiza- 
tion of classificati~n.~~ A subcommittee for automatic subject retrieval 
has been founded by the library committee of the German Research 
Association (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft ) where the problem of 
standardization has been discussed. 
One believes that it will be possible to find formal codes which will 
be applicable to all fields of knowledge; this could lead to communica- 
tion formats which would be exchangeable in different systems. E. R. 
Sukiasian of the Lenin Library in Moscow recently treated the use of 
central classification in the USSR and proposed to discuss the problem 
internationally, as it is of great practical i m p o r t a n ~ e . ~ ~  Also the setting 
up of thesauri for mechanical documentation should be of interest for 
IFLA. One day mechanical documentation can and must become me- 
chanical subject retrieval in libraries, though the difficulties are im- 
mense. 
Cataloging facilitates the finding of books which users want. The loan 
of books, in which modern methods of reprography are included, is the 
main task of libraries. Considering the modern possibilities of transport 
and communication, as well as the international connections of re-
search, it is evident that the loan of books cannot be nationally limited, 
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but is to be carried out on an international level. It is the task of the 
IFLA Committee on Union Catalogs and International Loans to regu- 
late the international loan service which has always been practiced by 
the large libraries, and to create a certain standard of proceding. IFLA 
rules for international library loans were established and published for 
the first time in 1954. A supplemented and revised edition of these rules 
is currently being worked out. The rules for international loan service 
(including the use of an international loan request form) could con- 
tribute to a frictionless settlement of this international service, if only 
they would be followed more precisely and frequently. Central cata- 
logs are of fundamental importance for the loan service on the national 
and intertnational level, and therefore it is logical that international 
loan service and central catalogs are treated by the same IFLA com- 
mittee. Leendert Brummel’s handbook of union catalogs has for the 
first time established certain principles for the organization of central 
catalogs and is a useful working in~t rument .~~ In certain respects this 
book is no longer up to date and must be revised, as it does not con- 
sider automation. Torben Nielsen and Valentin Wehefritz have under- 
taken this task and will publish the book under the title “Manual of 
Union Catalogs and International Loan Services.” The new interna- 
tional rules for interlibrary loan will also be dealt with in this work.32 
Jacques Lethkve (Bibliothhque Nationale, Paris ) has developed the 
model of a request slip for the international exchange of publications 
which, by standardization, will help to reduce work in the exchange of 
publications. The considerations on this project are c o n t i n ~ i n g . ~ ~  
NEED FOR STATISTICS 
The IFLA Committee on Library Statistics and Standards has al-
ready been mentioned. Every librarian knows the importance of statis- 
tics for the development of a single library as well as for the develop- 
ment of a national library system and for the international comparabil- 
ity of national library systems, by which the improvement of national 
systems may be supported. Library statistics are the most important in- 
strument for directing and managing libraries. Only on the evidence of 
dry figures, which often deviate completely from subjective impres- 
sions, can the development of a single library or of whole library sys- 
tems be managed rationally and reasonably. From this point of view 
library statistics may be of fundamental importance, especially for de- 
veloping countries. Since 1932 it has been the aim of IFLA to produce 
comparable international library statistics depending on uniform prin-
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c i p l e ~ . ~ ~This aim could best be reached via Unesco, which is able to 
issue recommendations to member states. 
In 1964 Unesco published a recommendation concerning the interna- 
tional standardization of book production, in which the IFLA Commit- 
tee for Statistics cooperated in part, Though Unesco dispatched ques- 
tionnaires on library statistics and published the results in “Basic Facts 
and Figures,” in common opinion these statistics were found to be 
insufficient. In 1963 and 1964 IFLA recommended to Unesco the crea- 
tion of a standard for international library statistics. This recommenda- 
tion was taken up by Unesco and supported by ISO. With the support of 
the Council on Library Resources two conferences took place-in The 
Hague in May 1966 and in Paris in October 1967-the results of which 
have been described in a monograph published in 1968.35 More details 
may be found in the book review of Otto LOhmanne36 
It is remarkable that for the first time two international organizations 
-IFLA and IS0 (and supported by representatives of the statistical 
department of Unesco )-arranged two joint conferences, which led to 
results. On the basis of conceptions worked out in these meetings and 
formulated in the above cited work,S5 in May 1970 Unesco arranged a 
conference of governmental experts in library statistics in Paris. Hap- 
pily the member states of Unesco had delegated many librarians expe- 
rienced in library statistics, so that good results could be reached, 
which in substance conformed to the conceptions of the IFLA Commit- 
tee on Library Statistics and Standards, After difficult discussions, the 
conference members succeeded in drafting a recommendation, which 
was unanimously adopted by the fifty member states present. This 
draft has been submitted to the general conference of Unesco in No- 
vember 1970 as document 16 C/18 of July 10,1970, and was agreed to.97 
This was the first time that a proposition, essentially worked out by 
IFLA, was taken over and consented to by the Unesco general confer- 
ence as an official worldwide recommendation. This is the direction in 
which IFLA should try to proceed. Certainly it is now time to make the 
Unesco recommendation also an I S 0  recommendation. Not all prob- 
lems of library statistics have yet been solved, e.g., the question of use3* 
of library buildings and of audiovisual materials. Here some further 
consideration is necessary, and the Unesco scheme will certainly be 
further developed in the future. 
The efforts of the IFM Committee for international library statistics 
made it clear that a special instrument for the benefit of library statis- 
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tics should be created. The plan of an International Library Statistics 
Handbook was conceived, which was taken under Unesco contract in 
1967. This handbook is being compiled under the direction of Frank 
Schick, who had already presided over the IFLA/ISO proceedings in 
The Hague and Paris in 1966 and 1967, and had been elected chairman 
of the experts’ conference in Paris in May 1970. The aim of the hand- 
book is to be a methodical reference work for setting up library statis- 
tics for individual institutions as well as for the national and interna- 
tional levels. Such a handbook will be invaluable for the introduction 
of uniform conceptions, of a uniform terminology and of a uniform 
classification scheme. Of course it is especially important that every 
contradiction to the international standards adopted by Unesco be 
avoided. As to the last results of the work, compare Schick‘s report pre- 
sented to the IFLA conference in Moscow in September 1970.39 
The considerations of library statistics, which also will compile the 
number of trained librarians, made clear that personnel with very dif- 
ferent educational training would be gathered under the concept of “li- 
brarian.” The very unequal educational requirements for librarians and 
documentalists are well known to the IFLA Committee on Library Edu- 
cation. A contract with Unesco should make possible development of 
certain minimum standards for the education of librarians and docu- 
mentalists, a task which shall be solved in co-operation with FID. 
Jacques LethBve of the BibliothBque Nationale in Paris has submitted a 
working paper to the IFLA Committee on Library Education which is 
still being 
Frank Schick has undertaken to demonstrate the importance of sta- 
tistics as a basis of the development of library education on the na- 
tional and international levels. His report at the IFLA session in 1969 
in Copenhagen41 gives interesting insights as to how educational statis- 
tics are being made usable for educational planning and development 
in the United States; conclusions are drawn for international coopera- 
tion. These statistics would also be useful on the international level. 
Also in this field of educational statistics, standardization would be nec- 
essary, similar to the level needed in library statistics. In his working 
paper given at the IFLA session in Moscow, in 1970, Schick again in- 
sisted on the usefulness of international statistics on library education.42 
But a method is still lacking to find the future needs, which could be 
discovered by a standardized and periodicaI procedure of inquiries 
sent to the different library departments and different types of libraries. 
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INTEFWATIONAL STANDARD BOOK NUMBER 
There is no doubt that strong impulses for standardization are going 
out because of the increasing use of electronic data processing ma- 
chines in libraries. Automation will become really interesting for li- 
braries only when the stored information becomes exchangeable, the 
condition of which is ~tandardizat ion.~~ It is remarkable that the first 
comprehensive international project for standardization, which was 
conceived in connection with automation, came not from libraries, but 
from the book trade-the International Standard Book Number. First it 
was created on a national basis in England. From there it extended to 
the Anglo-American countries ( United States, Canada, Australia ) and 
is currently being accepted by many other countries, thus becoming a 
real international system. 
The advantage of the ISBN for the book trade is obvious. By giving 
each book an individual number in world terms, this book can be 
clearly identified, and, by using this number in computers, the storage, 
distribution, sale and invoicing of books will be enormously simplified 
and accelerated. A further advantage is that the number indicates the 
language and the publisher of the book as well. The automated na- 
tional bibliographies can also take advantage of this number. Technical 
Committee 46 of I S 0  has been occupied with the project and has ar- 
ranged two experts' meetings in London in September 1968and in Ber- 
lin in April 1969. The recommendations of these meetings were dealt 
with and accepted by the general conference of I S 0  in Stockholm in 
October 1969. One should compare the articles of Suzanne Honor6 
(BibliothAque Nationale in of H. C. Etmer,45 and S. M. A. La-
wani (International Institute of Tropical Agriculture, Ibadan, 
Nigeria),46 for the origin and purpose of the ISBN. The rules for Great 
Britain have been fixed in the Handbook of the Standard Book Num- 
bering Agency (13 Bedford Square, London W.C.1). A German man- 
ual, valid for the Federal Republic of Germany, Austria and German- 
speaking Swit~erland,~' has been published as well. Of course, the 
ISBN may also be useful for libraries, not only for acquisition purposes, 
but also for cataloging and other processes with regard to automation. 
There are still some unsolved problems with the ISBN for librarians, 
e.g., the lack of concordances for quick reference from book title to 
book number and vice versa; the lack of book numbers for some library 
material; and the possibility that the same text may be given several 
book numbers, In  his working paper for the IFLA Conference in Co-
penhagen in 1969,A. L. van Wesemael has referred to these problems.48 
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Indeed, librarians have been invited to join these deliberations rather 
late,49 a further indication that a more active cooperation of IFLA with 
I S 0  is necessary. 
After the creation of the ISBN it was obviously useful to try some- 
thing similar also for periodicals and serials. A. J. Wells, the director of 
the British National Bibliography, gave a report on these efforts at the 
IFLA Conference in Moscow in 1970.60 ISO/TC46 arranged a meeting 
of experts in Oslo in June 1970, to work out proposals using a draft of 
the American Standards Organization as a basis. Similar to the ISBN, 
an international head office with a network of national agencies was 
planned. An IFLA working group for ISBN and ISSN was formed to 
represent the libraries’ point of view. The International Standard Serial 
Number may be of special interest for the great project UNISIST 
(Universal System for Information in Science and Technology). This is 
the plan of the International Council of Scientsc Unions and Unesco 
to create a world science information system, which essentially will 
cover natural and technical sciences. Scott Adams reported on this proj- 
ect a t  the session in Moscow in 1970.51 By standardization and conver- 
tibility the transmission of scientific information will become easier. As 
periodicals play an important part in the communication of results in 
natural sciences and technology, a world list of periodicals in the field 
of natural sciences and technology is needed, which will be established 
with the aid of the ISSN. This would be of great use for a universal 
world data system of serial articles. 
EFFECTS OF DATA PROCESSING 
The growing use of electronic automation has given new impulses to 
the efforts for standardization of cataloging rules, but to make possible 
the mechanized exchangeability of bibliographic and catalog informa- 
tion some additional conditions must be met. For the first time, a na- 
tional bibliography was produced in machine-readable form by the 
Deutsche Bibliothek in Frankfurt/Main. The Library of Congress 
followed with the shared cataloging project on machine-readable basis 
(MARC format), which in improved form (MARC I1 format) ex-
tended beyond the limits of the United States to the Anglo-American 
countries. In cooperation with ISO/ TC46, the IFLA Committee on 
Mechanization is occupied with the question: Which conditions have 
to be fulfilled in order to make information stored on magnetic tapes 
exchangeable for libraries (and documentation) ? Here, three different 
points of view are to be distinguished: 
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1. the physical-technical conditions, which may be created without dif- 
ficulty, 
2. conditions concerning the formal and logical structure of data, and 
3. conditions concerning the content of data categories (e.g., catalog- 
ing rules ). 
The second point of view is considered urgent; its proponents advo- 
cate the creation of a standard for the logical and formal structure of 
data, which shall make it possible to gather bibliographic data in such 
a way that magnetic tapes may be read and processed by different 
computers. Further details are found in the report of Walter Lingen- 
berg for the IFLA session in Moscow in September 1970.52 This project 
is still being treated by ISO/TC46. According to a report of the IFLA 
Committee on Mechanization, a general and internationally standard- 
ized scheme of categories would be necessary for the exchange of bibli- 
ographic data in machine-readable form; this committee is also consid- 
ering single bibliographical data elements. A compromise should be 
made between the MARC I1 format and the data system developed by 
the German Research Association (Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft ) . 
In any case, the MARC I1 format should not be made an international 
standard with revision and modification. 
STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES OF LIBRARIES 
Anyone attempting to establish standards for building a book collec- 
tion, for the acquisitions budget, for the library staff or for the catalog- 
ing performance of libraries, will meet with difficulties. Let us begin 
with university libraries. At the IFLA Meeting in Copenhagen in 1969, 
K. W. Humphreys of the University Library in Birmingham tried to 
give the IFLA Subsection of University Libraries a summary on stan- 
dards for university libraries in some countries, especially in the United 
States, Canada, Federal Republic of Germany, Great Britain, Japan 
and India.53 The USSR is said to have exact numerical standards for 
university libraries which, unfortunately, are not accessible. The figures 
given by Humphreys are very different and can scarcely be used for 
general comparison. Humphreys himself, therefore, is pessimistic about 
the possibility of procuring comparable figures. Indeed, the university 
systems in various countries are too different and are based on quite 
different educational and economic conditions. International standards 
could be set up under the present circumstances, even though only rec- 
ommendations and ideals, and not real national standards exist. How- 
ever, the situation does not seem as bad as Humphreys thinks. On na-
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tional levels and using a uniform scheme issued by IFLA, it should be 
possible to set up certain figures for the needed book stock in relation 
to the number of students, as well as for the needed library staff. A long 
period of experiments and hard work are necessary. Here the activities 
of the IFLA Section of Public Libraries, which have come to clearer 
conceptions, should be exemplary. For the present, no real standards 
for university libraries can be seen. Perhaps we should try to come to a 
progressive scale of standards on different developing levels, as already 
has been suggested for public libraries. 
As mentioned above, the situation seems to be more favorable with 
reference to public libraries. For them, standards were developed in 
1955-58 by the IFLA Section of Public Libraries.54 It must be admitted 
that these are not rules in accordance with the ISO, but rather, com-
monly elaborated concepts about what demands should be met by pub- 
lic libraries. These concepts were clear and supported with figures. Af-
ter more than twelve years these recommendations are completely ob- 
solete, a sign that library standards must be flexible. Since 1966 the re- 
vision of public library standards has been the assignment of the IFLA 
Section of Public Libraries. These are the working papers of the last 
IFLA conferences in Copenhagen in 1969 and in Moscow in 1970, 
which were presented by Hansjorg Siiberkriib,55 Jos Torfs,S6D. D. Has-
lam,57 and Rudolf Mhlek.s4 These standards, which shall be reorga- 
nized, refer to: (1)the book stock, (2)  the library staff, (3) the acces- 
sibility, i.e., the material service for the user (local situation of main 
libraries and branches, supply by mobile libraries, opening times, etc. ), 
and (4) the ideal services for the user (free use, special needs of adults 
and children, consideration of audiovisual material). All these ques- 
tions, which can only be indicated here, are being seriously considered. 
In view of different conditions in different parts of the world, it is 
interesting to set up a gradation of standards on different developing 
levels, so that each country could choose a standard suitable to its own 
development-one which could be realized.58 Eventually national stan- 
dards might be developed which could be compiled in a gradation of 
I S 0  standards. At the IFLA meeting in Liverpool 1971, E. Fenelonov 
reported about standards of public libraries in the USSR,5gand a spe- 
cial working party of the IFLA Section of Public Libraries issued draft 
standards for public librariesso which when discussed and adopted, will 
replace the standards of 1958. For libraries in hospitals, the IFLA Sub- 
section for Libraries in Hospitals has made inquiries in twenty countries 
since 1963, in order to come to general recommendations. Here circum- 
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stances are much simpler than in the general public libraries, so that 
clear and precise statements could be made, and have been published 
as “IFLA Standards for Libraries in Hospitals.”61 
Especially important to the efforts of libraries for standardization is 
the attempt to find generally acknowledged measurements for library 
buildings. Since 1967 the IFLA Committee on Library Buildings has 
been occupied with this problem. First, standards for small and me- 
dium-sized libraries should be worked out. In IFLA Proceedings . . . 
196862and lFLA Annual 196963there are reports on these efforts. Fur- 
thermore two publications in which precise explanations have been 
made are of special importance: a Danish one, edited by Sven 
Plovgard of the Danish Library Center in Copenhagens4 and a German 
one edited by Klaus-Dietrich Hoffmann of the Arbeitsstelle fur 
Biichereiwesen in Berlin ( In his short report for the IFLA 
conference in Copenhagen in 196gs6 and in his working paper for the 
IFLA session in Moscows7 these considerations have been continued by 
Werner Mevissen finally to reach a general revision of building stan- 
dards. Concrete conceptions are not yet being developed here, but fun- 
damental questions are being discussed which will be decisive for the 
creation of standards. At the IFLA session in Copenhagen 1969, F. N. 
Pashchenko and V. M. Vingradow reported with precise data on small 
and medium-sized libraries in the USSR.68This report has been supple- 
mented by F. N. Pashchenko at the IFLA conference in Moscow 1970 
with general, fundamental explanations on the socioeconomic condi- 
tions of standards for library buildings.6g At the Liverpool meeting in 
1971 a special working group of the IFLA Section of Public Libraries 
offered a new draft of building standards for public libraries.7o It is not 
clear whether this draft was developed in cooperation with the Com- 
mittee on Library Buildings. 
For university libraries two interesting reports were presented at the 
IFLA conference in Moscow. Rolf Kluth (Bremen) described for the 
Committee on Library Buildings the efforts made in the Federal Re- 
public of Germany to conceptualize generally acceptable measure-
ments for university library buildings.71 A detailed questionnaire wouId 
discover the present state of the matter, results of which could lead to 
the development of a national building standard. The other report has 
been compiled by P. Havard-Williams, who, on behalf of the subsec- 
tion of university libraries, and on the basis of a universally distributed 
questionnaire, is reporting on building measurements of university li- 
braries, He arrives at certain conclusions which are summarized in his 
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His data are very precise, and one day they may be the start- 
ing point for real standards. A cooperation between Kluth and Havard- 
Williams could lead to good results. 
At the IFLA session in Copenhagen in 1969 a Committee on Library 
Theory and Research was established and it declared the normalization 
of library terminology to be one of its most important tasks.7s The im- 
portance of a standardization of terminology has already become clear 
from the treatment of library statistics. Cooperation between IS0 
(which in TC46 is also occupied with terminology) and FID is neces- 
sary since documentation and library terminology are closely connected 
with each other. At the 1971 IFLA meeting in Liverpool there were 
offered no less than seven reports on this As a first step it was 
resolved to delegate Anthony Thompson as a representative of IFLA to 
the working group 3 (terminology) of ISO/TC46. 
There are still standardization proposals which have not yet pene- 
trated IFLA at all. In 1968 a proposal was made to put legal deposit on 
an internationally uniform basis. There is no doubt that the deposit leg- 
islation is very different in individual countries, that new publishing 
techniques, often not yet considered, have come about, and that the 
coverage of limited-distribution, but often important, publications is in-
sufficient. An international standardization of the legal deposit, perhaps 
by creation of a model law, would be useful and might save otherwise 
lost materials for future research. In 1968 Guillermo Gustavino, direc- 
tor of the National Library in Madrid, suggested that his proposal be 
The 1966 flood in Florence gave strong impetus to the reordering of 
organization and techniques in the restoration of books and works of 
art. At the Florentine Colloquium on Conservation and Restoration in 
March 1970, Joachim Wieder suggested that standards be set up for 
the organization, equipment and personnel of a restoration institute at 
national and central librariesnT6 This would be the task of an interna- 
tional committee on conservation and restoration of library materials, 
to be newly founded within IFLA. The efforts of this committee should 
be coordinated with the International Council of Archives. 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION FOR STANDARDS 
In the field of documentation, book and libraiy science, ISO/TC46 
is responsible. The secretariat is in German hands and in personal 
union with the Committee on Documentation, Book and Library Sci- 
ence in the German National Standards Committee. A few items of spe- 
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cia1 interest to librarians shall be enumerated here. One may compare 
the report of Walter Lingenberg in Moscow in 19707?and the new an- 
nual reports of ISO/TC46.78 International recommendations have been 
issued for the following objects: abbreviation of periodical titles, es- 
sential elements of bibliographical citations, transliteration of Cyrillic 
characters, Arabic characters, Hebraic characters, Greek characters, 
form of the title page of a book (important for cataloging), rules for 
library directories, international book number, layout of periodicals, 
etc. The following topics are still being dealt with: rules for alphabeti- 
cal order, international serials number, terminology of documentation 
(which should be extended to terminology of library science), and the- 
saurus rules for automatic subject retrieval. These examples are already 
demonstrating the importance of the work of ISO. A study of the an- 
nual reports will also show how many documentation concerns are 
present in ISO. At the 1969 meeting in Copenhagen, Anthony Thomp- 
son, general secretary of IFLA, pointed out that more active participa- 
tion of IFLA in standardization projects is urgently needed.7s Walter 
Lingenberg in his 1970 IS0 report similarly suggests that everything 
should be done in order to arrive at an active and broad cooperation in 
the establishment of standards in library science and documentation. 
In this direction the IFLA Committee on Library Statistics and Stan- 
dards must begin work on its tasks. As mentioned above, single sections 
and committees are already dealing with problems of standardization, 
but unsystematically and without connection to each other. An IFLA 
head office should overlook and coordinate the standards agreed upon 
and the proposed projects, avoiding contradictions and giving system- 
atic initiatives. Above all, it should be the task of this office continually 
to contact the international standards organization and to bring before 
it all standardization projects IFLA is dealing with which are appropri- 
ate and ripe for an international concern in order to find common solu- 
tions. Cooperation with FID is also necessary, because many problems 
of libraries and documentation institutes are connected with or overlap 
each other. All IFLA sections and committees are requested to inform 
the Committee on Statistics and Standards of all standardization proj- 
ects. 
Meanwhile a meeting of IFLA and FID representatives took place in 
Brussels on February 15-16,1971. Here close cooperation of both organi- 
zations was agreed on. The creation of several common committees was 
recommended, including a common committee on standardization. 
Certainly this would be very useful and would avoid parallel work. 
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How should closer cooperation with I S 0  be practiced? As a base for 
discussion the following proposals are made: the active members of the 
IFLA/FID Committee on Statistics and Standards shall jointly become 
members of ISO/TC46. For certain tasks special working groups of 
IFLA and FID experts and members of ISO/TC46 are to be formed. 
The Commiftee on Statistics and Standards should always participate 
in choosing the experts, In any case it is not sufficient that some librari- 
ans-more or less incidentally-are taking part in the work of interna- 
tional standardization, but IFLA and FID themselves should be repre- 
sented permanently and officially in ISO/TC46. The Committee on 
Statistics and Standards should not only work as a liaison office to ISO, 
but also as an institution of feedback, i.e., as an information office on 
standards. Some standards of IS0 (e.g., the transliteration systems for 
the Cyrillic and oriental alphabets), are unknown in many libraries. 
What is the benefit of the most ingenious standards if they are not 
used? The IS0 too, is now establishing an information office on stan- 
dards. For IFLA and FID, the Committee on Statistics and Standards 
should contribute to making known the IS0 recommendations as well 
as the recommendations of IFLA and FID, which have not yet reached 
the status of standards. This could be done by communications distrib- 
uted to the national associations of libraries and documentation. 
The above summary shows that much highly qualified work is con- 
tained in the efforts for standardization of librarianship. It would be 
irresponsible to leave it unused. Standards for libraries are not static 
and sterile; they are dynamic instruments for the development of li- 
braries, and must be used.so 
This article reflects the state of affairs in December 1971.On the ba- 
sis of the proposals discussed in the Committee on Statistics and Stan- 
dards, the IFLA General Council in Liverpool on September 3, 1971, 
adopted the following resolution: “The General Council recommends 
to the Executive Board to draw the attention of all sections and com- 
mittees to the tasks of the Committee on Statistics and Standards in its 
new conception. The General Secretariat and the sections and commit- 
tees are requested to inform the Committee on Statistics and Standards 
about all efforts and projects of unification and standardization so that 
the Statistics and Standards Committee may establish a joint advisory 
body with FID and, in turn, with ISO/TC46 to strengthen standard- 
ization work in the field of libraries and documentation.” This resolu- 
tion is the starting point for negotiations with FID and ISO, which, it 
seems, will be successful. 
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List of Acronyms 

U J C  
AALS 
AASL 
ACA 
ACRL 
ACS 
AECT 
AHA 
AHIL 
ALA 
AMA 
ANSI 
ANSI/239 
AODME 
APA 
ARL 
ASA 
CARF 
CLA 
DAVI 
ESEA 
FID 
IFLA 
ISBN 
IS0 
ISO/ TC46 
ISSN 
JCAH 
LSA 
LSCA 
MIC 
MLAC 
American Association of Junior Colleges 
American Association of Law Schools 
American Association of State Libraries 
American Correctional Association 
Associationof College and Research Libraries 
American College of Surgeons 
Association for Educational Communications and Tech- 
nology 
American Hospital Association 
Association of Hospital and Institutional Libraries 
American Library Association 
American Medical Association 
American National Standards Institute 
American National Standards Institute/ Committee 239 
Academy of Osteopathic Directors of Medical Education 
American Psychiatric Association 
Association of Research Libraries 
American Standards Association 
Commission on Accreditation of Rehabilitation Facilities 
Canadian Library Association 
Division of Audiovisual Instruction 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
International Federation of Documentation 
International Federation of Library Associations 
International Standard Book Number 
International Standards Organization 
International Standards Organization Technical Com- 
mittee 46 
International Standard Serial Number 
Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals 
Library Services Act 
Library Services and Construction Act 
Music Industry Code 
Medical Library Advisory Committee 
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NEA 
NLN 
PLA 
RMP 
SBD 
SCONUL 
SLA 
SSA 
UGC 
UHF 

VA 

National Education Association 
National League for Nursing 
Public Library Association 
Regional Medical Programs 
Standard Bibliographic Description 
Standing Conference of National and University Libraries 
Special Libraries Association 
Social Security Administration 
University Grants Committee 
United Hospital Fund 
Veterans Administration 
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